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The major purposes of this study were (1) to construct a reliable and
valid scale for measuring writing self-efficacy levels in adult basic education
students, (2) to further test the scale's validity and reliability by administer-
ing it to a second selected group of adult basic education students, and (3) to
demonstrate its utility by showing its use in correlational analyses.
In the first of three phases, 156-item statements were initially devel-
oped. These statements were evaluated by a Delphi panel and reduced to a
77-item writing self-efficacy scale and administered to 490 adult basic educa-
tion students from ten community colleges located in Oregon. A systematic
procedure of statistical analyses was used that resulted in 25 item-statements
meeting criteria for acceptance into the revised writing self-efficacy scale.
The revised 25-item scale was administered to a second group of 239
ABE students from six other community colleges in Oregon. The same
statistical procedures, as in phase one, resulted in a 25-item writing self-
efficacy scale. Factor analyses resulting in a clustering of 21 out of 25 items
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CHAPTER 1: STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
Interest in adult education has increased far more rapidly than could
have been expected. Interest in adult learning has been triggered largely by in-
creasing participation rates brought on by societal and demographic changes.
Our aging population, the influx of women in the labor force, changing career
patterns of adults, technological changes, the increased numbers ofracial and
ethnic minorities, and more leisure time have all contributed to the changing na-
ture of education for adults.
The implications of these demographic changes are quite broad and
complex for community colleges, where the majority of adults seek a second
chance for learning and retraining. At the very core of the community colleges
are a diverse and complex myriad of adults aslearners (Shearon & Tollefson,
1990). With such diversity of students comes diversity in educational levels
and backgrounds. Roueche and his colleagues (Roueche, Baker, & Roueche,
1987) estimated that nearly half of the adults entering community colleges were
deficient in essential academic skills. Cross (1985) confirmed the important and
emerging role that basic skills teaching was having as part of the community
college mission by pointing to the levels of programming and funding of such
curriculum offerings and development.
The National Literacy Act of 1991, PL 102-73, has publicly signaled a
national effort to address the literacy needs of all adults by:2
conducting basic and applied research and demonstrations
on literacy, including.. . how adults learn to read and write
and acquire other skills...the assessment of literacy skills
and the development of instructional techniques...how to
effectively reach and teach the most educationally disadvan-
taged individuals (Sec. 102).
This study examined one of the major concerns of this Act. It examined the
assessment of writing skills in adult basic education students with the intent to
add to the knowledge base of basic skills development in community college
students.
Background and Setting
Adult Basic Education Students
The Adult Education Act of 1966 established a national program of adult
basic education (ABE) for the purpose of educating adults:
whose inability to speak, read, or write the English language
constitutes a substantial impairment of their ability to get or
retain employment commensurate with their real ability
(The Act is) designed to help eliminate such inability and
raise the level of education of such individuals with a view to
making them less likely to become dependent on others, to
improving their ability to benefit from occupational training
and otherwise increasing their opportunities for more pro-
ductive and profitable employment, and to making them bet-
ter able to meet their adult responsibilities. (Sec. 302, b)
This Act brought wider attention to the declines and reduced proficiency
levels of basic skills of youth and adults. Consequently, improving the literacy
skills of postsecondary education students has become a theme in educational
literature. A 1983 national survey (Lederman, Ryzewic, and Ribaudo, 1983)
found that 28% of college freshman required assistance in reading, 30% in3
writing, and 32% in math. Other national studies (Hunter & Harman, 1979;
National Institute of Education, 1980; Roueche, Baker, & Roueche, 1984; Roueche
& Snow, 1977) have documented the need for rigorous implementation of basic
skills development in community college students.
Of the six million students in community colleges (Doucette & Roueche,
1991), current estimates suggest that nearly half of these students lack essential
competencies in academic skills. Some researchers (Roueche & Armes, 1980;
Roueche, Baker,Roueche, 1987) have noted that the majority of those students
with academic deficiencies read below the eighth grade level and 20 to 35% of
this group read at or below the fourth grade level. This means that nearly
600,000 students in community colleges will likely need special interventions
and remediation in order to complete their courses of studies, formal associate
of arts degrees or professional technical programs.
Historically, there has been an evolving interest in the study of the gen-
eral population of adults, with more rhetoric than real interest in the underpre-
pared adult. More recently, several indices show evidence of a shift in focus
towards these adults. The passage of the National Literacy Act of 1991 certainly
attests to a growing national concern for the education of adults with basic skill
deficiencies. The Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, com-
monly referred to as the SCANS Report (1991), the National Commission on
Excellence in Education's article, Meeting the Challenge of a Nation at Risk
(1984), and the National Center on Education and the Economy's document,
America's Choice: High Skills or Low Wages (1990), are major reports which
have addressed the importance of basic skills competencies, the need for educa-
tional reform, and a renewed interest in adult learning and training from an ed-
ucational, societal, and business perspective. The influx of business articles
(Kohlberg, 1993; Wycoff, 1993) emphasizing the need for improved reading and4
writing skills among adult workers further attests to the concern for the under-
prepared adult. These underprepared workers permeate todays workforce. If
their needs go unmet, so also do the needs of business, industry, and society as a
whole. Focusing further study on this group of adults is critical, both from a
practical and research viewpoint.
Writing as a Basic Survival Skill
In recent years, adult basic education programs have begun to recognize
and emphasize equal importance of instruction in writing as an essential basic
skill along with reading and math. Interest in writing has moved on a pendu-
lum from being a relatively neglected school subject in the past to a widely dis-
cussed current concern among educators, businesses, and the public in general.
When James Allen, former U.S. Commissioner of Education, launched the na-
tional Right-to-Read effort in 1969, he spoke of achieving national literacy by
1980, but he meant achievement primarily in reading (Caroll & Chall,1975). The
nationally acclaimed Newsweek article, titled "Why Johnny Can't Write" (Shells,
1975), shifted the literacy emphasis to writing as an important basic skill. How-
ever, it wasn't until 1979 that the National Institute of Education's basic skills re-
search program broadened its definition of basic skills to include writing with
reading and arithmetic (National Institute of Education, 1980).
While writing has received recent attention as a critically important skill
for functioning in school and society, it has been neglected in both research and
teaching (Clark and Florio, 1983). Recent studies attest to the critical nature of
teaching basic writing skills. Writing ability is considered one of the major
competencies for independence and adult success and one of the three subjects
causing the greatest academic difficulties among those students regardedasadult basic education students (Best, 1990; Hayes & Valentine, 1989; Hull,1987;
Lytle, 1986; National Child Development Study, 1987).
Evangelauf (1985) noted in a survey from 1978 to 1984, conducted by the
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, that 63%
of the colleges and universities saw increased enrollments in remedial courses
among freshman students. He further noted in this survey that while the major-
ity of freshman students took remedial math classes, enrollment in remedial
writing courses were a close second. At public four-year institutions, 22% took
remedial writing courses, compared to 27% in remedial math, and 18% in reme-
dial reading. At two year colleges, 23% of the freshman took remedial writing
courses. Such patterns have continued. Studies in Michigan's postsecondary
system (Survey of Student Assessment, 1990) indicated that 13,000 students
needed developmental work in reading, with writing a close second with ap-
proximately 12,000 students needing assistance in English and composition.
Another more recent study (McCoy, 1991) substantiated these figures. She re-
ported that 40% of entering college students needed remediation in reading,
with 33% needing remedial English and writing, and 39% needing help in math.
In her study, some students were counted more than once due to their deficien-
cies in several basic skills, thus accounting for the total percentage in excess of
100%.
The above citations were urgent testimonials to the need for greater
adult competency in the basic skills due to demands of a rapidly changing and
technologically-oriented society. This importance of writing in modern society
and the need to assess systematically the effectiveness of teaching and learning
of writing skills had been even earlier reflected in such major studies as the
National Assessment of Educational Progress in the United States, NAEP (1980),
the Assessment of Performance Unit in England and Wales, APU, (1988), andthe large scale assessment of writing conducted internationally by the Inter-
national Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, TEA
(Gorman, Purves, & Degenhart, 1988).
Business and industry have also become increasingly concerned with the
role that writing plays in effective communication (Mosenthal, Tamor, &
Walmsley, 1983). This dissatisfaction with the current writing ability among
employees may be in part due to a rise in the demand for skilled workers. With
the trend for increased use of computers and other forms of technology in most
occupations, more and more workers are required to communicate competently
through written language and to rely on written communication from others
(Sawyer, 1977). During the past few decades, use of computers and competency
in writing have become essential skills to participating in a society structured
around technology (Montague, 1990).
While public attention has been drawn towards the crisis in education,
adults themselves have also voiced their concerns. In several self-reports,
adults with substandard levels of academic performance recognized the impor-
tance of their own writing skills for their own everyday functioning. In the
highly comprehensive and controversial Adult Performance Level (APL) Project
(1975) and a follow-up to this study (Hayes & Valentine, 1989), students saw
both reading and writing as necessary to function competently. A British longi-
tudinal survey of over 12,000 adults (National Child Development Study, 1987)
reported 13% (n=1676) of those respondents continued having difficulties in
reading, writing, and numeracy. Of this 13%, 40% (n=670) reported writing as
the main and only difficulty compared to 19% reporting both reading and writ-
ing, 26% having math difficulties, with the remaining 15% undecided or report-
ing no difficulties. These results point to the critical concern that adults find
themselves.7
Given the above findings, the trends in current research, societal and
economic patterns, two important questions come to mind concerning the
writing skills of at-risk adult populations: (a) How can educators become
more effective and efficient in teaching underprepared students? and (b) What
assists underprepared students to be more successful? One popular response
is that careful assessment of students' basic skills has been recognized as a key
strategy for improving student success (Bray, 1987). The theme of assessment
and its relationship to student success has received increased attention
throughout postsecondary education. A report from the National Institute of
Education (1984) described assessment and feedback as constituting one of the
three critical conditions for the achievement of excellence in teaching and
learning.
Writing Attitudinal Assessment and Self-efficacy
Not only has the assessment of basic skills been important in the devel-
opment of goals and strategies for students, but also the assessment of students'
attitudes towards what they have learned (Adams, 1982; Shaw & Wright, 1967).
The attitude that one has towards a specific subject has become recognized as a
critical component in the process of learning its content. Attitudes in the educa-
tional arena are considered important outcomes of school achievement.
Reports of research on students' attitudes toward writing have become
a prime psychological construct for study (Shaver, 1990). Students' attitudes
towards writing have been of major concern to teachers of composition be-
cause of their potential effects on writing performance and writing-related be-
haviors (Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979). Unfortunately, attitudes are rarely men-
tioned as either intervening or dependent variables in reviews of the researchon the teaching of writing (Hayes & Flower, 1986; Hillocks, 1984; Petrosky &
Bartholomae, 1986). While attitudes have been studied with the school-age
population, only recently have such studies been turned towards adults.
The concept of "attitude" has been defined in many contextual domains
and with reference towards a specific construct. The domain of study surround-
ing an attitude towards a particular item, concept, or construct, such as attitudes
towards computers, has been commonly identified as the "attitude object"
(Abdel-Gaid, Trueblood, & Shrigley, 1986). While Newcomb (1964) tended to
emphasize the environment in which an individual acts or behaves, Aliport
(1954) stressed the individual nature of the actions. McLeod & Adams (1989)
described attitude as being emotionally charged, i.e., hot, intense emotions or
apathetic, cold feelings.
A more commonly held view of attitude is equated with the concepts of
beliefs, thoughts, and perceptions (Mueller, 1986). Attitudes have been seen as
comprised of affective, cognitive, and behavioral domains (Cook & Selltiz, 1964).
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) hypothesized relationships between beliefs, attitudes,
intentions, and behavior. An attitudinal domain that has gained recent popular-
ity throughout educational circles has been the construct of self-efficacy
(Baridura, 1977a, b; Hackett & Beby, 1989). In the past decade, self-efficacy was
a construct that has received increasing interest, but has gone beyond its early
Origins in anxiety and phobia, conducted by Bandura (1986a). Studies of self-
efficacy, as an attitudinal construct, have been related to sport skills, academic
performance, health practices, and socialization behaviors (Owen & Froman,
1988).
The term "self-efficacy," as used in this study, was defined by Bandura
(1977a) as a person's belief that he/she has the ability to perform certain behav-
iors. Self-efficacy theory posits that individuals who judge themselves ascapable (efficacious) of performing certain tasks or activities will tend to
attempt and successfully execute them. One of the essential factors in Bandura's
self-efficacy theory (1986a) is the concept of self-referrent thought. Bandura
states "among the forms of self-referrent thought that affect action, none is more
central or pervasive than a persons judgments of his or her capability to deal
with continuously changing realities" (1986a, p. 124).
Within the concept of self-efficacy, Bandura draws a distinction between
action and ability. Self-efficacy is causally related to action independently of the
persons actual demonstrated ability on a task, even though the two are related
(Bandura, 1982, 1986b). The same degree of success in performing a task, as in
getting an "A" on a written report, can lead to different degrees of experienced
self-efficacy. The reason for this difference is that individuals reach different
conclusions from the same previous achievement. A person may succeed but
not feel and believe fully in control of the task because it was either hard or the
individual felt anxious or nervous in the performance of the task. On the other
hand, another person may find achieving the same degree of success as exhila-
rating and even effortless. Therefore, differing levels of self-efficacy can and do
exist for various individuals. Bandura (1986a) has suggested that self-efficacy
was a critical element that has often been ignored in analyzing action, motiva-
tion, and achievement behaviors.
Investigating the self-efficacious beliefs towards writing and their influ-
ence on writing performance in ABE students could potentially provide insight
into addressing the issue of under-achieving students. In this context, writing
self-efficacy is defined as a person's beliefs in his/her ability to successfully per-
form and complete a writing task. In order to assist teachers to be more efficient
and effective and students to be more successful, this study attempted to mea-
sure the attitudinal construct of writing self-efficacy in ABE students, and to10
demonstrate the utility of such an instrument by studying its relationship to
writing and writing related factors. The important task of constructing a valid
and reliable measuring instrument was undertaken to assist in the task of un-
derstanding attitudes towards writing.
Significance of the Study
Students' attitudes toward writing and understanding the impact of atti-
tudes on learning should permeate research and evaluation efforts in the do-
main of writing. Such investigations have been often ignored, because focus on
the technical aspects of writing, such as grammar, parts of speech, punctuation,
and spelling, have dominated the literature (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). The
task of understanding attitudes, of which constructing reasonable measures and
collecting appropriate data constitutes a crucial part, has been made more diffi-
cult by this emphasis on technique (Kifer, 1992).
A major benefit of this study was to extend the knowledge base of self-
efficacy theory and its application on ABE learners' acquisition of writing skills.
This study extended Bandura's research (1977a, b) and the research with his col-
leagues (Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1980) by investigating the rela-
tionship between self-efficacy, writing behaviors, and other related factors
common in ABE students. The results should be of particular interest to adult
basic education writing instructors. It will lend additional relevance to the body
of literature that supports not only the importance of methods, approaches, and
the systematic teaching of skills, but also the importance of assessment of attitu-
dinal beliefs towards writing.
For researchers and teachers alike, a study on the psychosocial constructs
of a subject goes far beyond the debate between process and product in the11
development of writing skills (Philips, 1992). This study had hypothesized self-
efficacy as a critical component and aspect in the assessment of writing skills. It
was hoped that educators might glean some insight as to the role that one's self-
perceived beliefs towards writing has to its mastery. Studies by Bandura (1977a,
197Th) and Bandura, Adams, and Beyer (1977) have suggested that no matter
how skilled the individual is, if he believes he will do poorly, than those skills
matter little. If an adult learner has had poor, bad or limited experiences in
writing, then teaching skills alone may not be sufficient for compositional
mastery to occur.
Psychosocial factors of learning are considered a critical part of the con-
tinuum of writing (Nystrand, 1990; Peyton, Staton, Richardson, & Wolfram,
1990; Staton & Shuy, 1988). The assessment of adult writing self-efficacy should
enhance the investigation of the social and affective relationships between one's
beliefs and attitudes towards writing and actual writing performance. This
study aimed at constructing an effective instrument to be used by adult educa-
tors for assessing writing self-efficacy. Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986a) of-
fers a promising approach to looking beyond the skills and looking at theper-
ceived beliefs towards writing as a means of improving the quality of writing
assessment and as a strategy for enhancing the writing skills in adult learners.
Identifying the Problem
Initial studies indicated that improvements in and treatments of self-
efficacy have been instrumental in reducing phobic, resistant, and anxious
behavior (Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, et al., 1977; Bandura, et al.,
1980). Not only has there been increased interest in this construct, but it has
been attached to a wide range of behaviors far beyond its origins in phobia and12
anxiety. Until 1988, studies tended to focus on the content of self-efficacy. At
that time, emphasis appeared to have shifted with an increased interest in its
measurement (Berry, West, & Dennehey, 1989; Owen & Froman, 1988).
The development of attitudinal scales in assessing various domains of
academic self-efficacy have increased substantially over the years. While there
have been a number of self-efficacy measures developed across varying aca-
demic subjects and content areas (Berry, et al., 1989; Hiliman, 1986; Murphy,
Coover, & Owen, 1988; Sherer & Adams,1983; Wheeler & Ladd, 1982), no such
instrument has been constructed to assess writing self-efficacy in ABE students.
In a review of the literature on postsecondary writing assessment from 1979-
1991, CCCC Committee on Assessment (College Composition and Commun-
ication Council, 1992) reported no research on self-efficacy assessment. A
number of general academic self-efficacy scales have been found to date
(LaLonde, 1979; Owen & Froman, 1988; Tipton & Worthington, 1984). Within
specific academic domains, a few self-efficacy scales have been developed in
math (Hackett, Betz, OHalloran, & Romac, 1990; Randhawa & Beemer, 1990)
but no scales have been found in the arenas of reading and writing.
In order to study the relationship between writing self-efficacy and writ-
ing performance in ABE students, this study attempted to assess the varying
levels of writing self-efficacy in ABE students. To date, no measure of writing
self-efficacy has been developed for adults in general, and for adults with low-
literacy skill levels, in particular. Having failed to find a measure of writing
self-efficacy, one purpose of this study was to construct a reliable and valid scale
for measuring writing self-efficacy in adult basic education students.
A writing self-efficacy scale was developed to assess levels of self-efficacy
about oneself as a writer. It included assessing self-efficacy across the domains
of skills included within written composition competency and in concert with13
Bandura's methodological guidelines (Bandura, et al.,1977;Bandura, et al.,
1980).Composition competency included the three primary areas of production
aspects, processes, and purposes of writing (Isaacson,1988; 1990).Procedures
adapted from Abdel-Gaid, et al.,(1986)were used for constructing a writing
self-efficacy scale.
The second major purpose of this study was to further test the scales re-
liability and validity by admininstering the scale to a second selected group of
ABE students. Following this process for validation and reliability, the scale
was used to demonstrate its utility by conducting correlational analyses of
writing self-efficacy and writing related variables. Analyses were conducted
on such factors as age, gender, years completed in school, employment status,
race, writing apprehension (feelings of dislike, avoidance, and fear of writing
(Rose,1985)),English as one's first language, retention in a grade, and writing
achievement.
Purpose of the Study
To summarize, the three purposes of this study were (a) to construct a
valid and reliable scale for measuring writing self-efficacy levelsinadult basic
education students, (b) to further test the scale's validity and reliability by ad-
ministering it to a second selected group of ABE students, and (c) to demon-
strate its utility by showing its use in correlational analyses.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for constructing and validating a writing self-
efficacy scale and for conducting correlational analysis of writing self-efficacy14
was based on an examination of the research in the areas listed below. Support
for this study has been based on four identified research areas. Listed with
each designated research area are underlying premises that provide both theo-
retical support and methodological direction and guidance for the development
of this study:
1. Attitudinal measurement and instrument construction premises:
(a) Complex behavior, as in the case of writing, cannot be predicted
solely on the basis of skills development and achievement without
knowledge of attitude (Shaw & Wright, 1967).
(b) Attitudes can be measured (Guttman, 1944, 1947; Likert, 1932;
Thurstone, 1927, 1928).
2. Self-efficacy theory premises:
(a) Attentional factors, expectancies, and what individuals say to
themselves (forethought) play a prominent role in the acquisition of
new behavior (Bandura, 1977a).
(b) People who perform poorly may do so because they lack the skills
or have the skills but lack the efficacy to use them (Bandura, 1988).
(c) Self-percepts of efficacy influence choice of activities, the amount
of effort expended, and persistence in the face of obstacles (Bandura,
1977a; Bandura, 1988; Schunk, 1981).
(d) Self-efficacy has been proven to be a better predictor of success in
the performance of an activity than actual innate ability (Bandura,
197Th).
(e) Self-efficacy is a construct found effective in altering avoidant and
phobic behaviors (Bandura, 1977a, b).
(f) Self-efficacy theory is best applied to domain-specific contexts,
such as writing, within academic achievement areas (Bandura, 1986b).
(g) Assessment of academic self-efficacy is essential in determining a
person's selection and use of meta-cognitive strategies (Zimmerman
& Martinez-Pons, 1990).15
3. Basic writing research premises:
(a) The current need for the continued study on the writing abilities
of adults is in response to two factors:
(i) the decline in the level of preparedness of entering college
freshman (Gray & Slaughter, 1980; Hood, 1990; Lederman,
et al., 1983), and
(ii) to the greater majority of working adults whose inept
writing abilities have slowed worker productivity,
competitiveness, and even job promotions (Aldrich, 1982).
(b) Assessing a person's writing skills includes evaluation of the
product, process, and the context or purpose for which writing takes
place (Freedman, Dyson, Flower, & Chafe, 1987; Isaacson, 1990;
Langer, 1987, 1988).
(c) Attitudes towards writing play an additional key role in writing
performance and writing related behaviors (Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979;
Shaver, 1990).
4. Correlational analysis premises:
(a) Correlational analysis is a form of educational research that
explores relationships among several variables and is used for
making predictions about those relationships (Charles, 1988).
(b) Correlational analysis provides increased understanding of factors
that contribute to making up a complex characteristic or construct
(Borg & Gall, 1991), such as writing self-efficacy.
Research Hypotheses
In the context of adult basic education (ABE) writers, and following from
efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977a), it seems likely that students with low levels of
writing self-efficacy would fear and avoid courses that involve writing, and they
would also attribute academic success to other's academic success to innate abil-
ity or outside factors (such as easiness of task, luck, etc.). Furthermore, they16
tend to give up easily in the face of failure (stop working, drop the class, etc.).
From this, one can further assume that they would tend to choose jobs that re-
quire little writing, simply because of their fears. Interest in solving the prob-
lems of adult learners who don't write well leads to further research and study
of the influence of self-efficacy on writing achievement.
This study was further guided by examining a set of hypotheses. Self-ef-
ficacy was hypothesized as correlating positively with changes in writing per-
formance. Increases in the age of learners would correlate positively with writ-
ing self-efficacy. Because of the assumed dominace of males in terms of their
competitiveness, it was hypothesized that males' writing self-efficacy would
correlate more positively than that of females. Since English is the dominant
language of American caucasians, it was hypothesized that English as one's first
language and being white would both correlate positively with writing self-effi-
cacy. Increasing one's years in school would also correlate with increasing lev-
els of writing self-efficacy. Lastly, because self-efficacy is often improved
through mastery experiences, and given the success that one might receive from
being employed, it was hypothesized that there would be a positive correlation
between writing self-efficacy and being employed.
Furthermore, two variables were hypothesized as having a negative cor-
relation with writing self-efficacy. Due to the apparent apprehension of many
adult basic writers, it was speculated that a negative correlation would be found
between writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. Furthermore, because
of the apparent negative consequences of failing in a grade, it was hypothesized
that being retained in a prior grade would correlate negatively with writing self-
efficacy.17
Definition of Terms
ADULT BASIC EDUCATION (ABE): In two-year postsecondary institutions, a
generic term used to denote special educational programming and fundamental
instruction in areas of reading, writing, listening, speaking, and computation.
ADULT BASIC EDUCATION STUDENT: Adults whose inability to speak,
read, or write the English language constitutes a substantial impairment of their
ability to function in society commensurate with their other abilities.
ATTITUDE OBJECT: The domain of study surrounding an attitude towards a
particular item, concept, or construct, such as attitudes towards writing.
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT: A statistical measure used when the variables
to be correlated are in the form of categories.
CORRELATION COEFFICIENT: A statistical measure for indicating the rela-
tionship between two sets of scores or data obtained from the same group of
subjects.
EFFICACY EXPECTATION: The conviction (beliefs, attitudes, etc.) that one can
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome.
EVALUATIVE QUALITY: That attribute unique to attitude, that separates itself
from other affective, psychological concepts; evaluative or emotional quality is
the rating of one's perceived beliefs, feelings, and even anxieties towards an
object.
HOMOGENEITY: That aspect which determines whether the statements of a
scale measure a common attribute.
MOTIVATION: The force that energizes and directs behavior.
OUTCOME EXPECTANCY: A person's estimate that a given behavior will lead
to certain outcomes.
RELIABILITY: The consistency of a measure and the degree to which the in-
strument yields similar results for the same subjects at different times or under
different conditions.
SELF-EFFICACY: A person's belief that he/she has the ability to perform cer-
tain behaviors or tasks.
SELF-EFFICACY GENERALITY: Refers to how well judgments of efficacy for
one task transfer into self-efficacious behavior of other tasks similar in nature./
SELF-EFFICACY MAGNITUDE (LEVEL): Refers to the level of task difficulty a
person believes he or she can obtain.
SELF-EFFICACY STRENGTH: Generally measured across a numerical contin-
uum, and reflects one's percentage of confidencein successfully completing at
various levels of the task.
TEST FOR STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: The use of statistics to estimate the
error likely to occur, and reflects whether a truerelationship or real difference
exists between a sample and the population from which it is drawn.
UNIDIMENSIONALITY: That attribute where the statements of a scale fall
across one and only one construct.
VALIDITY: The degree to which an instrument measures the variable or vari-
ables it claims to measure.
WRITING APPREHENSION: Those dispositional feelings that tend towards
dislike, avoidance, and fear of writing.
WRITING SELF-EFFICACY: A person's beliefs in his/her ability to successfully
perform and complete a writing task.19
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The following review of research provides the support for developing a
writing self-efficacy scale for basic writers. Throughout this review, evidence is
presented for supporting self-efficacy as an attitudinal construct, that can be
measured, and correlated with writing achievement and writing-related factors
of basic writing students.
Attitude as a Motivational Construct
Any discussion or debate surrounding why a person behaves the way
he/she does leads to a discussion of motivation. Simply defined, motivation is a
force that energizes and directs behavior (Eggen and Kauchak, 1992). That
which drives an individual towards action or behavior can come from factors
outside the learner, such as praise from others, free time, or a reward (money,
candy, etc.). Unfortunately, behavior research studies indicate the difficulty in
maintaining an extrinsic reward system and results of its use indicate that it
often detracts from learning for its own sake (Lepper & Greene, 1978).
Studies of intrinsic motivation, that which drives the individual based on
his/her own internal needs (need to know, feelings of competence, or growth)
have evolved through cognitive and humanistic theories of learning and motiva-
tion (Bandura, 1986a; Piaget, 1952; Rotter, 1966). Within the theories of intrinsic
motivation, there exists a broad range of variables and factors that interplay
upon behavior and behavior change. Studies of attitudes and the attitudinal con-
struct known as self-efficacy, defined as the beliefs about one's ability to perform
a specific activity or task (Bandura, 1977a, b; Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Bandura,
et al., 1980), have become recognized as important approaches to studying20
achievement motivation in learners (Covington, 1984; Covington & Omelich,
1987; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990).
Complex behavior, as in the caseofwriting,for example, can not be predicted
solely on the basis of skills development and achievement without knowledge of attitude
(Shaw & Wright, 1967). Attitude studies regarding educational phenomena have
become quite popular as a result of Thurstone's early findings (1927, 1928) that
attitudes can be measured.Since Thurstone's work, there has evolved an abun-
dance of studies reporting the construction of attitudinal-type scales. Attitudes
of educational phenomena have been investigated at various levels (Burstein,
1980), and in a varietyf academic and educational contexts (Purves, 1989;
Robitaille & Garden, 1989). Nevertheless, studying the construct of attitude has
not been without its problems.
Lack of Definitional Clarity
While there is no general agreement about the definition of an attitude
(Edwards, 1957; Mueller, 1986), knowledge of those characteristics that make up
its definition and those traits and features that are actually measured are essen-
tial for a reliable and valid attitudinal instrument (Kifer, 1992). For purposes of
definition and reference in this document, those characteristics, concepts, per-
cepts, and that broad range of interrelated dimensions that define and describe a
particular attitudinal construct is commonly referred to as the attitudinal object
(Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986; Mueller, 1986; Shaw & Wright, 1967). Definitions of
attitude have ranged from an emphasis on the individual nature of the actions
which take place, namely, the response towards a particular object (Aliport,
1954) to the context or environment in which an individual acts or behaves
(Newcomb, 1964). For example, defining an attitude towards learning might21
vary if assessing within the context of taking a test for a final grade or within the
context of learning a task that results in a salary increase.
There are other notions as to how attitudinal constructs have been de-
fined. Attitudes have been suggested as being cognitive structures with their
roots tied to emotional and affective responses (Asch, 1952; Mcleod & Adams,
1989). In this sense, attitude is seen as an affect that is viewed asa response to
specific situations and activities. While Cook and Selltiz (1964) have suggested
that the core ingredient of an attitude should be its affective or feeling domain,
Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) have studied attitude as being related directly to beliefs,
intentions, and behavioral responses.
The relation of attitudes and beliefs has been supported by many attitudi-
nal theorists. Newcomb, Turner, & Converse (1965) pointed out that beliefsare
forms of cognitions and thoughts that have positive and negative associations.
They have suggested that beliefs about various factors affect howone feels. In
this sense, there exists a reciprocal relationship between cognition and affect that
is useful in the definition as well as the measurement of attitude (Kifer, 1992;
Mueller, 1986).
Mueller (1986) has defined attitude by having adopted aspects of
Thurstone's earlier vernacular (1927) as..."1) affect for or against, 2) evaluation
of, 3) like or dislike of, and 4) positiveness or negativeness towardsa psycholog-
ical object" (p.3). In addition, Mueller proceeds to emphasize the importance of
beliefs in his definition of attitude. Such a definition of attitude clearly distin-
guishes behavior and attitude as separate and yet quite interrelated phenomena
(Mueller, 1986). As Mueller (1986) very eloquently explained:
Belief statements almost always contain an affective component. Are-
spondent with lots of positive beliefs and only a few negative beliefs
about a psychological object is judged to havea positive attitude. A
person with many negative beliefs and few positive ones has a22
negative attitude. The attitude-measurement techniques developed by
Thurstone, Likert, and Guttman are just systematic methods of
abstracting affective component of belief statements to effect an
attitude score (p. 6).
There is general agreement that the construct of attitude is influenced from
one's value system (Mueller, 1986), and that affect for or against is a critical
component (Edwards, 1957; Mueller, 1986). The influences of Mueller's study of
attitude have evolved to include other percepts, one of which is central to this
current study. Kifer (1992) has noted that perceptions of self and belief systems
of individuals (Bandura, 1977a, 1986b, 1992; Hackett & Beby, 1989) have now
gained inclusion into the concept of attitude.
This perception of self and the perceived beliefs towards an object, currently
referred to as self-efficacy and pioneered by Bandura (1977a, b; 1986b) and
Bandura, et al. (1980), have become popular dimensions in the study of attitude
and determinants of motivation (Kifer, 1992). People's beliefs in their capabilities
affect their motivation as well as the activities they undertake. People's self-
beliefs of efficacy have been shown to determine how much effort they will exert
in an endeavor and how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles
(Bandura, 1988).
Bandura's theory of self-efficacy (1977a, b) has essentially incorporated the
knowledge of attitudes along with the conceptual dimensions of values, affect,
and perceived beliefs, that form the theoretical framework central to socialcog-
nitive theory that generated it (O'Leary, 1992). In this sense, self-efficacy theory
provides a theoretical framework for understanding and predicting behavior
through the process of changing attitudinal beliefs. In essence, it is preciselya
theory of motivation, and in this sense, can be a predictor of behavior change
(Vallis & Bucher, 1986). Within this context, the theory of self-efficacy potentially
can provide further insight into the role that attitudinal constructs play in23
thinking, performance achievement, and ultimately in self-motivation and self-
directed learning.
Measuring Attitudinal Constructs
Attitudes can be measured (Thurstone, 1927, 1928; Likert, 1932; Guttman,
1944, 1947). The measurement of such a construct is important in providing out-
comes in learning, in predicting academic achievement, and in determining
learning strategies (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Spaulding, 1989). Attitide measure-
ment has gained recognition through the excellent treatises on methods related
to their construction and validation as presented by Adams (1982), Anderson
(1981), and Mueller (1986).
Types of Scales. The literature on attitudinal theory contains an abun-
dance of possible scales to be used in conducting attitudinal measurement. Shaw
& Wright (1967) provide an extensive treatise on the construction of attitudinal
scales and actual examples of scales ranging from social issues, to international
issues, and even towards issues of education, religion, family, race, and politics.
By far the most popular measures are those involving self-report (Beatty,
1969; Bonjean, Hill, McLemore, 1967; Chun, Cobb, & French, 1975; Dwyer, 1993;
Jolmson, 1976; Knapp, 1972; Mitchell, 1985; Robinson & Shaver, 1973; Rosen,
1973; Shaw & Wright, 1967; Sherer & McKee, 1992). They require subjects to
indicate their agreement or disagreement with a set of statements about the
attitude object. Generally, the subject is asked to rate the degree to which the
statement expresses a favorable or unfavorable attitude or belief.
Likert-type scales (Likert, 1932) are the more common form of attitude
measures (Kifer, 1992). Likert scales are comprised of a number of statements in24
which respondents indicate their reaction to the items by means of a five cate-
gory-numeric rating system, as in the following example: 1= strongly disap-
prove; 2= disapprove; 3= undecided; 4= approve; 5= strongly approve. In this
example, the higher the score, the more favorable is the person's attitude to-
wards the attitudinal object.
In addition to the more popular Likert scales, other similar type rating
scales have become popular. Thurstone's paired comparisons (Thurstone, 1927)
is a technique of collecting large numbers of items, with judges being asked to
sort them into a fixed number of categories spaced across a continuum. Guttman
(1944, 1947) offered a nonmetric method for scaling attitude items. This method
was based on the idea that items can be arranged in an order so that an individ-
ual who responds positively to any particular item also responds positively to all
other items having a lower rank. The semantic differential (Osgood & Suci, 1955;
Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) was more of an attitude scale than a method
for constructing a scale. In such a scale, the respondent is asked to rate the atti-
tude object on a series of seven-point bipolar scales, ranging from kind to cruel.
for example. The subject is to place a check mark in the position between these
words which indicate both the direction and intensity of his/her feeling toward
the object.
Reliability and Validity of Attitudinal Scales. Scale construction is pri-
marily concerned with establishing evidence of reliability and validity. Validity
refers to the degree to which an instrument measures the variable or variables it
claims to measure (Borg, 1987). Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure
and is measured by the degree to which the instrument yields similar results for
the same subjects at different times or under different conditions (Borg, 1987).25
Adams (1982), Mueller (1986) and most introductory test and measure-
ment books (Anastasi, 1988) discussed the difficulty of establishing reliability
and validity of attitudinal scales. They have pointed to the lack of
documentation of a scale's reliability and validity results and procedures. There
has been a lack of systematic formulation of most attitude scales (Abdel-Gaid, et
al., 1986; Mueller, 1986), and seldom was one instrument the subject of more than
one study (Kifer, 1992).
Historically, one of the more serious weaknesses in attitude measurement
has been in demonstrating evidence of validity, especially construct validity, the
single most important type of validity for any measuring instrument (Kifer,
1992). Secondly, attitude scales have not been studied systematically in theway
that IQ tests (Gould, 1981; Kamin, 1974) or the Strong Vocational Interest
Inventory (Mitchell, 1985), for example, have been. Lastly, little study has been
conducted on the psychometric properties of most attitudinal measurements.
Reliability-estimation procedures for attitude scales have been thesame as
for any other evaluative measure. Test-retest, alternate forms, split half, and in-
ternal consistency have been the methods of producing highly reliablescores
(Borg, 1987). The reliability of a test suggested that onecan rely on the respon-
dents scores so they can be used for comparison with other measures, and be de-
pended upon for drawing conclusions and making decisions. Mueller (1986)
recommended that more than one method be used to enrich understanding of
the test's measurement qualities.
More recently, several authors have demonstrated theuse of systematic
procedures for constructing such scales. Such procedures have been shown to al-
leviate some of the problems of poor scale construction alluded to earlier.
Fishbein (1963, 1967) has conducted considerable research in attitude scaling
methods. He identified two factors. The first was the strength of the beliefor26
the degree to which the attitudinal statement or statements create a favorablere-
sponse. This was often reflected in instruments, such as Likert-type scales,
wherein the respondent was to rate the degree of agreement or disapproval. The
second factor consisted of the evaluative aspect or the quality of the belief. In
this case, the respondent evaluated his belief of the attitudinal object in relation
to other values and attitudes he had incorporated into his life. The evaluative
aspect was the value and importance given to the attitudinal object. For exam-
ple, the evaluative aspect of one's attitude towards writing may be considered
very important if all of one's past jobs have required the skill of writing. At the
same time, agreement with writing as a critical, survival skill constituted the
strength of the belief.
One of the more recent and thorough reviews in the construction of atti-
tudinal scales has been conducted by Abdel-Gaid and his colleagues (1986). He
and his associates have developed a 15-step procedure for developinga Likert-
type attitudinal scale. He has incorporated Fishbein and Ajzen's (1975) distinc-
tion of emotional intensity and evaluative quality, as attributes unique to atti-
tude, and an important step in developing validity foran attitudinal scale.
The conceptual requisites of emotional intensity that establish the evalua-
tive quality of a scale, integrated in Abdel-Gaid's systematic approach and out-
lined by Fishbein and Ajzen, have been considered quite similar to Bandura's
conceptual requirements in the development of self-efficacy scales. Bandura, et
aL, (1977, 1980) have suggested measuring self-efficacy in terms of strength and
magnitude or level,which was similar to the conceptual framework of
emotional intensity. Strength has been measured by subjects' rating their
confidence, across a continuum of incremental units, respective to specific trial
statements and tasks. Self-efficacy levels have been established by ordering the
tasks or trial statements hierarchically across the content or subjectarea. With27
regard to methodolgy, Shaw and Wright (1967) made four very important
conclusions regarding the state of the art with attitudinal measurement:
The measurement of attitude may be improved...by improving
the techniques of procedures known, by selecting the best scales
available, and/or by modifying or reevaluating the scales that are
selected for use. (p. 570)
It was the goal of this study to follow such insight, and in so doing, seek to de-
velop a valid and reliable writing self-efficacy scale for basic writers.
Self-Efficacy as an Attitudinal Construct
During the past fifteen years, interest in self-efficacy as a psychological
construct has gone far beyond its origins in anxiety and phobia (Owen &
Froman, 1988). Past and continued research attests to the explanatory and pre-
dictive scope of self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986b) in a variety of contexts
ranging from physical and athletic endeavors, clinical and health practices,so-
cialization, and more recently to academic performance of learners. Self-efficacy
has particular relevance to adult learning in that it accounts for both the learner
and the environment in which the person functions (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991).
Self-efficacy has made its introduction into educational settings ina rather
subtle manner. This is most likely due to its close relationship with educational
psychologists' continued exploration into the cognitive processes of students'
learning, and what motivates and changes behavior. Bandura's theory of self-ef-
ficacy (1977a, b, 1982, 1986a) is essentially a theory of altering behavior through
the process of changing attitudinal beliefs. Self-efficacy has becomean important
variable in understanding motivated learning, that is, the motivation to acquire
skills and knowledge, rather than merely to complete activitiesor tasks (Brophy,
1983; Schunk, 1985).Self-efficacy Theory
Bandura's theory of self-efficacy (1977a, b; 1986a) has guided his research
in enhancing motivation and persistence through changes in individuals beliefs
and perceptions of their capabilities. Self-efficacy theory has been described by
Wood and Locke (1987) as being similar but not identical to that of expectancy
theory (Vroom, 1964). The concept of expectancy refers to the likelihood ofper-
forming at a given level on a task given a certain level of effort. Within this con-
cept, effort is seen as the cause of the final performance or task outcome.
The term self-efficacy is a broader concept and views effort as only one
component in the behavior change process. Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura
(1977a) refers to the expectation of succeeding at a given task (such as writing)
based on and resulting from one's belief in one's overall performance compe-
tency specific towards that object (writing). Such competency beliefs take on an
attitudinal dimension that is strengthened or diminished by expectations ofper-
sonal efficacy. This type of efficacy lies within the framework of social learning
theory, and holds as its primary premise that "psychological procedures, what-
ever their form, serve as means of creating and strengthening expectations of
personal efficacy" (Bandura, 1977a, p.133). Perceived self-efficacycan be defined,
therefore, as an individual's estimate of his or her capability of performinga spe-
cific set of actions required to deal with task situations (Wood & Locke, 1987).
The understanding of self-efficacy theory guided the construction of a
writing self-efficacy scale and was relegated to several important premises inher-
ent and basic to the process of changing behavior. Bandura explained self-effi-
cacy as having a profound effect on human functioning. He has stated that the
role of forethought, one's perceived expectations, choice in executing and also29
persisting in that activity, and the sources from which efficacy informationwas
developed played paramount roles in behavior and behavior change.
Cognition and Personal Agency. Being well documented and basedon
learning theory, cognitive processes have played a prominent role in the
acquisition and retention of new behavior patterns (Bandura, 1982; Covington &
Omlich, 1987; Schunk, 1984). However, Bandura (1981) noted that cognitive
theory has neglected self-regulated processes that govern human functioning
and development. Research findings show that perceived self-efficacywas
partially independent of cognitive skills, but contributed significantlyto
performance requiring such cognized skills (Bandura, 1992). Intellectual
functioning required much more than understanding factual knowledge and
demonstrating the tasks learned. In addition to general abilities and aptitudes,
social, motivational, and affective factors played an important role in self-
directing one's own behavior, learning, and cognition (Bandura & Adams, 1977).
Therefore, attentional factors, expectancies, and what the individualssay to them selves
(forethought) play a prominent role in the acquisitionofnew behaviors (Bandura,
1977a).
Researchers (Bandura, 1986a; Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978; Schunk,
1986; Zimmerman, 1986) have emphasized that self-efficacy has beena key con-
tributor towards an individual's self-regulated learning. In studies of the rela-
tionship between self-efficacy and self-regulated learning, students with high
self-efficacy have displayed better quality learning strategies and increased levels
of self-monitoring of their learning outcomes than have students with lowerself-
efficacy (Kurtz & Borkowski, 1984). Other researchers have founda positive cor-
relation between self-efficacy and task persistence (Zimmerman& Ringle, 1981),
task choice (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Zimmerman, 1985), effectivestudy30
activities and skill acquisition (Schunk, 1984), and academic achievement
(McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985). Likewise, a students performance did
reciprocally imply an influence on his/her perceptions of self-efficacy. Bandura
(1992) summarized efficacy beliefs as influencing how people feel, how they
think, how they motivate themselves, and how they behave.
Efficacy Expectations vs. Outcome Expectancies. Within his theory,
Bandura (1977a) made a very clear distinction between efficacy expectations and
response-outcome expectancies:
An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's estimate that a
given behavior will lead to certain outcomes. An efficacy
expectation is the conviction (beliefs, attitudes, etc.) that one can
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome.
Outcome and efficacy expectations are differentiated, because
individuals can believe that a particular course of action will
produce certain outcomes, but if they entertain serious doubts
about whether they can perform the necessary activities, such
information does not influence their behavior (p. 193).
This important differentiation, represented diagrammatically in Figure 1, can be
made clear by an example. Consider a group of adult learners who experience
difficulties in writing a simple paragraph. Not being able to write a simple
paragraph prevents them from entry into a job training program. They might
PERSON -------------- > BEHAVIOR ---------- OUTCOME
Efficacy Outcome
pectations Expectations
Figure 1: Diagrammatic representation depicting Bandura's difference between
efficacy expectations and outcome expectations (Bandura, 1977a,p.193).31
well expect that if they learn the rules of grammar, spelling, and theprocesses for
writing a simple paragraph (pre-writing, drafting, editing, etc.), they will be able
to compose and be admitted to a special training program (outcome expectancy).
They might further believe that, if they then practice their writing skills, they will
be able to pass written exams and graduate from the training program (outcome
expectancy). If, however, these individuals seriously doubt they have the ability
to learn the rules of grammar and writing (efficacy expectancies), they might not
even bother to try, and even resort to a negative attitude towards writing and
activities that include writing in general, even with regard to jobs.
Schunk (1985) has provided an excellent synthesis that explains theoper-
ation of Bandura's self-efficacy theory during the process of learning. Figure 2
shows the influence of self-efficacy on classroom learning. Students, regardless
of their ages, come to the learning setting with a variety of aptitudes, suchas
general abilities, skills, strategies, interests, attitudes, and personalities and prior
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Figure 2: A model of motivated classroom learning of cognitive skills (Schunk,
1985,p.210).
experiences, including past school experiences, interactions with teachers,
successes, and failures. Aptitudes and prior experiences will affect students'32
initial beliefs about their learning capabilities. Students who have previously
performed well in writing, for example, ought to believe they are capable of
further skills in this subject area. They would be considered more efficacious in
writing, than those students who have experienced greater difficulty in writing.
Schunk (1985) and Bandura (1986b) caution that efficacy is not simply a
comprehensive collection of aptitudes and experiences. Self-efficacy has been
proven to be a better predictorofsuccess in the performanceofan activity than actual
innate ability(Bandura, 197Th). This fact was well demonstrated by Collins
(1982). She gathered a group of students who possessed high, average, and low
mathematical abilities. Within each ability level, students with high and low
mathematical self-efficacy levels were identified. Regardless of ability level,
students with higher self-efficacy showed greater overall performance, as shown
in their solving more problems correctly and choosing to rework more that they
missed. Collins (1982) notes that low achievement may stem not only from lack-
ing cognitive skills, but also from using these skills poorly due to lower levels of
perceived self-efficacy. In conjunction with Bandura's findings, individuals who
perform poorly may do so because they lack the skills or have the skills but lack the
efficacy to use them (Bandura, 1988).
Likewise, outcome expectations, which refer to persons' beliefs concern-
ing the outcomes of their actions (Bandura, 1977a) have been related directly to
Rotter's (1966) concept of locus of control. In his conceptual framework, out-
comes resulted either by one's control (known as internal locus of control) or
independently of how one behaves (external locus of control). Individuals who
believed they possessed control over their successes and even failures should be
more inclined to engage in such activities and persisted at them than students
who believe that their behaviors have little impact on outcomes (Schunk, 1984).
An example of an outcome expectation, therefore, might be with students who33
work halfheartedly on a task (suchas writing) because they doubt their ability to
master it (low efficacy expectancies). On the other hand, studentsmay be highly
efficacious but may give up because they do not expecta competent performance
(a well writ-ten paragraph) or a satisfying result (negativeoutcome expectancy).
Studies (Bandura, 1982; Schoen & Winocur, 1988; Wood & Locke,1987;
Zimmerman, 1989; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990) suggested thata level of
reciprocity can occur between outcome expectancies and self-efficacy.It was this
reciprocal relationship between efficacy expectations andoutcomes which has
been unique to self-efficacy theory. When students perceive themselvesas capa-
ble of performing well, self-efficacy then promotes achievementoutcomes.
Likewise, when students' performances result in positiveoutcomes, they pro-
mote self-efficacious beliefs in students.
On the other hand, when one's outcome expectationscontradicted firmly
established expectations of self-efficacy, beliefs and behaviorwould undergo lit-
tle change (Bandura, 1977a, b), in spite of increases in achievementoutcomes.
Where outcome expectancies were loosely tiedto performances, as when writing
a good paragraph evokes little response of praise from the teacheror improve-
ment in one's grade, self-efficacy and behavior changewere marginally im-
proved. An adult learner whose former experiences in school hadbeen negative
may continue to view himself as a poor student, in spite of his good grades
presently. In such individual cases, self-efficacy strategiesmay have to be taught
to a person using carefully planned metacognitiveprocesses (Bandura, 1992).
Motivation, Persistence, and Accomplishment
Self-perceptsofefficacy influence choiceofactivities, the amount of effortex-
pended, and persistence in the faceofobstacles (Baridura, 1977a, b, 1988; Schunk,34
1981, 1985). People's beliefs in their capabilities affect their motivation as well as
the activities they undertake (Bandura, 1988). Self-efficacy has been shown to
determine how much effort people will expend and how long they will persist in
the face of obstacles or aversive experiences. The stronger the perceived self-effi-
cacy, the more they will persist; the weaker their self-efficacy, the more they will
develop self-doubts. Preoccupation with one's doubts in carrying out a skill or
task has been shown to impair performances (Beck, 1976; Meichenbaum, 1977;
Sarason, 1975), while those who exercise a strong sense of efficacy deployed their
skills well to the demands of the situation and were spurred by obstacles to
greater effort (Bandura, 1981).
When persons have doubted their capabilities in the face of difficulties,
they tended to reduce their intensive effort or give up completely (Bandura,
1977a; Schunk, 1981). This aspect of self-efficacy theory has important implica-
tions for academic achievement. According to Bandura (1977a, b; 1992) knowl-
edge and skill acquisitions have been achieved through sustained effort, with its
staying power rooted in self-efficacious beliefs. Any reason or factor that caused
people to give up easily may have been due to inefficacious beliefs about their
capabilities, and not just their innate abilities or skills, resulting in personally
limiting consequences of failure, and other less positive outcomes. In essence, self-
efficacy has been proven to be a better predictorofsuccess in the performanceofan activ-
ity than actual innate ability (Bandura, 197Th).
In addition to influencing motivation, effort expended, and persistence,
the belief that one can effectively process information and utilize appropriate
and sufficient strategies can convey a sense of personal control and self-
regulation over learning outcomes, which in turn strengthens perceived self-
efficacy for learning (Bandura, 1982). Schunk (1985) referred to these cognitive
activities (i.e., attending, processing and integrating information, strategy35
thinking and problem-solving) as task enagagement variables, as identified in
Figure 2 above. A student's sense of heightened efficacy was reflected through
progress in developing skills within a learned subject area, such as improved
skills in written composition.
In contrast, students who encountered difficulty in learning a skill or sub-
ject quickly come to doubt their capabilities. Individuals with reduced levels of
academic self-efficacy have been more likely to experience increased levels of
stress, fears, and anxiety than those with efficacious beliefs. Those who judged
themselves as inefficacious tended to resort to frequent self-appraisals of inade-
quacy. Such preoccupation tended to disrupt performance from the task at
hand, turning often to self-evaluative and self-critical concerns (Beck,1976;
Meichenbaum, 1977; Sarason, 1975).
Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons (1990) have recently pointed out that stu-
dents' selection and use of learning strategies depends on their perceptions of
their academic self-efficacy. Those with lower self-efficacious beliefs about
learning tended to use strategies which were ineffectual and led to less favorable
performance outcomes. Once the student experienced a deficiency in perfor-
mance, the learner's self-efficacy was affected, and in turn so were the person's
motivation and choice of strategies. An efficacy-oriented treatment that restored
a strong sense of self-efficacy by conveying effective coping strategies rapidly
eliminated phobic thinking, expected fear, and phobic avoidance. It was not mis-
taken for effort only (Bandura, 1989). Therefore, self-efficacy has been a construct
found effective in altering avoidant and phobic behaviors (Bandura, 1977a, b).
Lastly, the manner in which teachers have provided instructioncan en-
hance efficacious beliefs. The establishment of specific strategies for individual
learners, the nature and types of rewards, reinforcements and attributions givento students, goal setting procedures, and social comparison with peers have im-
pacted on the development of self-efficacy (Schunk, 1987).
Sources of Efficacy Information. Bandura (1986a) suggested that there
was a dynamic interplay among self-referent thought, action and affect. In-
dividuals obtained efficacy information or cues, to use Schunk's terminology
(1987), in one of four principal ways.
The most effective way of developing a strong sense of efficacy was
through success experiences (Bandura, 1988). Performance outcomes influenced
efficacy in that successes generally raised it and failures lowered it. However, an
occasional failure after many successes was shown to have little impact, nor was
one successs after many failures (Schunk, 1987). In the case with many students,
and especially with adult beginning writers, learning may be fraught with fail-
ures, but the sight of progress did promote efficacy. On the other hand, efficacy
was not enhanced if students believed that their progress was slow or that their
skills had remained at low or marginally improved levels (Bandura, 1988).
The second way of strengthening self-efficacy has been through vicarious
experiences. Observing similar peers improving their skills have instilled a sense
of self-efficacy in students for learning, whereas observed failures have casted
doubts on students' capabilities to succeed (Schunk, 1985). Bandura (1988)em-
phasized the power of modelling when he stated that "seeing people similar to
oneself succeed by sustained effort raises observers' beliefs about their capabili-
ties, whereas observing similar others fail despite high effort lowers observers'
judgments of their own capabilities and undermines their efforts" (p. 284).
While not as powerful as mastery and vicarious experiences, a thirdway
of enhancing self-efficacy has been through social persuasion. Giving verbal and
social praises and encouragements that led people to exert more effort weremore37
likely to bring success than those who feared their capabilities andwere apt to
doubt themselves. Bandura (1988) cautioned successful motivators and efficacy
builders to avoid setting unrealistic levels of efficacy in students. Rather,he sug-
gested assigning tasks that bring success and avoid placing them prematurelyin
situations where they were likely to fail. To ensure progress in personal devel-
opment, success was measured in terms of self-improvement rather than by tri-
umphs over others (Bandura, 1988).
Lastly, physiological changes have served as cues for appraising self-
efficacy. Sweating or trembling, increased states of anxiety and tension,stress
and depression were often signs of vulnerability topoor performance and in-
ability to learn. Stress reduction and relaxation techniques have been beneficial
in reducing fears and phobias that have created enhanced levels of efficacy about
learning.
Assessment of Self-efficacy
The importance of assessing the level of academic self-efficacy withina
given learning domain was critical to helping students learn (Bandura, 1986b;
Schunk, 1985; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990). Within the context of
Bandura's theory, assessmentofacademic self-efficacy has been essential in determining
a person's selection and useofmetacognitive strategies (Zimmerman & Martinez-
Pons, 1990). Such assessment of efficacy beliefs withina variety of academic con-
texts has been also consistent with the national effort towards enhancing
teaching and assessment practices with adult learners (National LiteracyAct of
1991).
As the theory has gained in popularity and it has been appliedto a variety
of contexts, the need for accurate measurement of self-efficacy throughscale'I;]
development has become increasingly paramount. Bandura has attempted to
outline some essential criteria for self-efficacy measurement (Bandura, Adams,
& Beyer, 1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1980).
Domain Specificity. Bandura (1981) provided clear evidence for self-
efficacy's predictive value when this construct was directed to situationally-
specific contexts. He has consistently emphasized the importance of assessing
self-efficacy within a domain-specific area.The roleofperceived self-efficacy in
learning and psychosocial functioning has been best elucidated by self-efficacy measures
tailored to particular domains offunctioning, rather than by global particulars
(Bandura, 1986b). While psychological theories have assessed sociocognitive
factors in terms of omnibus tests, Bandura argued that such general forms of
testing often result in little relevance to the individual being assessed nor the
domain being analyzed. Personality researchers, therefore, were increasingly
shifting their use to multi-dimensional, domain-linked measures (Bandura,
1989).
In comparative studies, domain-linked measures of personal efficacy have
typically predicted changes in functioning better than do general measures. The
results of a study by Lachman and Leff (1989) pointed this out. In assessing sub-
jects' perceived personal control over one's health using an omnibus scale, per-
ceived personal locus of health control declined over a longitudinal period. In
one particular study (Brod & Hall, 1984), the use of task-specific scales have been
shown to be more predictive of changes in specific health behaviors than per-
ceived locus of health control.
Bandura has not outlined a systematic approach for self-efficacy scale
development. Rather, he has emphasized the importance of incorporating three39
other important factors when assessing self-efficacy, beyond that of requiring the
domain to be specific in nature.
Level (magnitude). Magnitude has referred to the level of task difficulty
a person believes he or she can obtain. Efficacy expectations differed in magni-
tude, or level, according to Bandura (1977a). He contended that the concept of
magnitude was critical in assessing self-efficacy across a domain. Bandura
(1977a) has suggested that tasks be ordered according to level of difficulty, since
efficacy expectations among different individuals may be different or limited to
simpler tasks for some, while others extended to moderately difficult tasks, and
even taxing performances or settings for others.
Bandura has recommended that tasks or questions posed to subjects be
ordered hierarchically, so that a target level of accomplishment or mastery is de-
fined and set, and self-efficacy judgments are made at each level of task difficulty
(Berry, et al., 1989). For example, if the task was to punctuate, Bandura would
require that individuals be asked whether they can punctuate correctly acrossa
gradient, starting from simple to complex, that is, punctuation in a simplesen-
tence; in a paragraph; and then in a report or story.
The manner in which self-efficacy level was measured has varied among
researchers, with considerable degree of inconsistency. Bandura (1989) calcu-
lated levels of self-efficacy as the number of items a respondent indicated he/she
could do with a degree of confidence equal to or greater than 20 (confidence rat-
ing), divided by the total number of items in the scale. In another case, level had
been assessed by asking the subject to predict the number of tasks subject be-
lieved he/she could perform with some certainty (Kendrick, 1979). In another
study, for each task, the most difficult level was listed first, followed by four de-
scending levels of task difficulty. For each level, subjects indicated whether they40
could perform the task at that level by circling "yes" or "no". Self-efficacy level
scores were determined by summing the number of "yes" responses made with
at least 20% confidence (Berry, et al., 1989). Moe and Zeiss (1982) calculated
magnitude scores by taking the mean number of social skill attributes subjects
indicated they could perform with a probability greater than or equal to 20%
confidence.
Strength. Efficacy expectations differed also in strength (Bandura, 1977a)-.
Strength has been generally measured across a numerical continuum, reflecting
one's percentage of confidence in successfully completing at various levels of the
task. It has been suggested that a range of responses rather than a single yes/no
response be provided to assure that strength of efficacy has been objectively
assessed (Rooney & Osipow, 1992).
Self-efficacy strength has been found to increase by the degree of perse-
verance and coping efforts exerted despite occassional disconfirming experiences
(Bandura, 1977a; Murphy, Coover, & Owen, 1988). In such studies, weak confi-
dence ratings (e.g. a person's estimated rating of 30% when punctuating a simple
sentence), have been easily extinguished by disconfirming experiences (e.g.
when a person increases his/her punctuation rate to 75% accuracy over a several
week period).
Self-efficacy strength has been measured in a more consistent maimer,
than has self-efficacy level, by rating across a competency continuum, taking on
characteristics similar to that of Likert-type scales. Bandura (1989) suggested cal-
culating strength of self-efficacy by totalling the confidence ratings and dividing
its sum by the total number of items in the scale. In one scale, strength had been
measured by indicating the degree of certainty, across a 7-point scale, with which
the task (or level of the task) could be performed with performance anxiety41
under control (Kendrick, 1979). In another study, strength was measured by
asking subjects to rate their strength of their expectations to recall 12 words and
12 digits in their exact order on a 100-point probability scale, ranging in 10-point
intervals from 10 (not sure) to 100 (real sure). The highest number circledon the
scale was used as a measure of SE strength (Rebok & Balcerak, 1989). Inone
scale, strength was measured by subjects indicating how sure theywere to
complete a task (or series of tasks) by circling a confidence rating from 10% to
100%. Self-efficacy strength scores were calculated by averaging confidence
ratings across the eight specific tasks of that particular scale (Berry, et al., 1989).
Moe and Zeiss (1982) measured the strength of social skills self-efficacy by
taking the mean of the summed confidence ratings and dividing by 12, the total
number of ratings.
Generality. A third index in the assessment of self-efficacy was generality
Generality has been defined as to how well judgments of efficacy forone task
transfer into self-efficacious behavior of other tasks similar in nature (Bandura,
1977a). Generality has been conceived of as the extent of variety in types of tasks
for which any efficacy domain was estimated. Some types of experiences created
only limited mastery expectations, while others instilleda more generalized
sense of personal efficacy that extends well beyond the specific treatment situa-
tions. Behavioral changes in different domains of activity have been shown to
correspond closely to the level of efficacy change (Bandura, et al., 1980).
The manner in which generality was established also variedamong self-
efficacy scales. Assessing generality of a domainwas often subject to the inter-
pretation of the researcher, and as such, was difficult toassess (Colletti, Supnich,
& Payne, 1985). In order to assess generality adequately,a sufficient sampling of
the multitude of situations in which the task or situation occurredmust be42
included. For example, in the Smoking Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Coletti, et
al., 1985), generality of self-efficacy was addressed by using a psychometrically
established method of selecting individual smoking situations for inclusion on
the scale. Likewise, the Pretreatment Confidence Questionnaire (Condiotte &
Lichtenstein, 1981), a smoking cessation self-efficacy scale, tested for generality,
by having identified seven broad areas and situations in which smoking was said
to occur: during periods of restlessness, under intrapersonal and interpersonal
negative mood states, as a crutch, as a time filler, for socializing, and for improv-
ing your self-image. Within these seven areas, specific questions were presented
that provided assessments for self-efficacy level and strength. In the Task-
Specific Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale, Rooney and Osipow (1992) used the
work groups listed under the Selected Characteristics of Occupations defined in
the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (U.S. Department of Labor, 1977) toassess
generality.
Self-efficacy Scales: Past and Current Instruments
Unfortunately, the early stages of self-efficacy scale construction have
been best described by Owen and Froman (1988) as suffering from the "pre-
dictable blemishes of sloppy measurement"(p.44.This was partly the lack of re-
sponsibility on the part of Bandura to outline a systematic process for scale de-
velopment. The remainder of criticism has fallen on those researchers who have
employed inappropriate analysis techniques, poor evidence for construct validity
(Ashton & Webb, 1986), or unstated and infrequently offered reliability estimates
(Newman & Goldfried, 1987).
There has continued to be great diversity among general and domain-
specific scales. Bandura has emphasized assessing self-efficacyacross specific43
domains of behaviors (Bandura, 1977a). Support for the context-dependent na-
ture of self-efficacy has been consistently reported in studies showing that past
experiences with a given task was critical for the formation of valid and pre-
dictive measures of self-efficacy (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Schunk, 1982;
Wang & Richarde, 1987, 1988).
One challenge to Bandura's context-specific interpretations of self-efficacy
has been the advent of scales which measured generalized percepts of self-effi-
cacy. The Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) was developed to measure a
"relatively enduring set of beliefs that one can cope effectively in a broad range
of situations" (Tipton & Worthington, 1984,p.154). The authors' premise was
that self-efficacy not only existed within context-specific or domain-specific
situations, but also people performed efficaciously across a broad range of
situations. Wang and Richarde (1988) have conducted follow-up studies
investigating further the nature of global and task-specific measures of self- 7
efficacy. Their findings indicated that task-specific and generalized scales
assessed distinctly different aspects of one's percept of efficacy. Wang and
Richarde (1988) conjectured that task-specific measures appeared more valid
when the task involved clearly defined performance outcomes. While there
continued to be rationale for generalized self-efficacy scales (LaLonde, 1979;
Sherer, et al., 1982; Tipton & Worthington, 1984), the weight of the evidence
remained in favor of developing domain-specific self-efficacy scales. Aftersome
years of studying self-efficacy in different adult populations and settings,
Bandura even noted that self-efficacy scales could be varied in their structure
depending on the domain of functioning and the specificity with which itwas
being examined (Bandura, 1992).
The following section depicted a comprehensive review of the self-efficacy
literature. The information contained herein demonstrated the range of44
domains in which studies have been conducted primarily in the construction and
development of self-efficacy scales:
Vocational and Occupational Self-efficacy. Vocational choice, career
decison-making, intervention, and assessment have beeen studied with a
plethora of constructs and scales (Meier, 1991). More recently, there has been a
focus on assessing occupational self-efficacy through formal development of
scales. Much career self-efficacy research to date has been modeled after the
work of Betz and Hackett (1981), and their development of the Occupational Self-
Efficacy Scale (OSES). In the OSES, Bandura's concepts of assessing strength and
level were adhered to, while generality was referenced but not actually
measured (Rooney & Osipow, 1992). Taylor and Betz (1983) developed the
Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale (CDMSE) which examined the
relationship of career decision-making self-efficacy to several components of
career indecision. Bores-Rangel, Church, Szendre, & Reeves Occupational and
Educational Activities Questionnaire (1990),and Matsui and Tsukamato's (1991)
career self-efficacy measure used only strength estimates in development of their
scales.
By far the more advanced of all studies in scale construction of occupa-
tional self-efficacy was the recent work of Rooney and Osipow (1992). The de-
velopment of their Task-Specific Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (TSOSS) uti-
lized task-specific items taken from the U.S. Department of Labor's Dictionary of
Occupational Titles (1977) with efficacy level and strength being measured only
marginally, as prescribed by Bandura, and with no measures for generality.45
Health and Medically-related Self-efficacy. Domains of self-efficacy study
have ranged across the broad areas of medicine, health practices, and addictive
behaviors. The majority of such studies have had as their priority focus the
establishment of coping strategies and treatment paradigms for the indiivduals
they serve. As self-efficacy treatment programs have grown, so also have the
construction of self-efficacy scales.
The study of the relapse processes and treatment protocols for substance
abuse victims has further drawn support for self-efficacy and its assessment. The
Situational Confidence Questionnaire (SCQ-39) by Annis (1987) was a 39-item
scale designed to assess a client's self-efficacy in relation to specific types of
drinking and substance abuse situations over the course of treatment. This scale
has been used highly in assessing efficacious beliefs within the context of sub-
stance abuse victims, with it even being modified for specific use in other similar
treatment programs (Annis & Davis, 1989; Burling, Reilly, Moltzen, and Ziff,
1989).
Marlatt (1978) and Marlatt and Gordon (1979) pioneered relapse preven-
tion studies of smokers that would create the catalyst for the development of
several other self-efficacy scales. Prochaska, DiClemente, Velicer, and Zwick
(1981) applied Bandura's theory to the problem of long-term maintenance of to-
bacco smokers. Their measure of self-efficacy for smoking avoidance, known as
the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire, was more a generalized measure for self-efficacy
and lacked the rigor that was required for establishing a truly valid instrument.
In the same year, Condiotte and Lichtenstein (1981) developed the Pretreatment
Confidence Questionnaire designed to assess the magnitude, strength, and gen-
erality of efficacy expectations in smoking situations. Adherence to Bandura's
methodological guidelines were adopted and this study would become a proto-
type in smoking cessation research (Annis & Davis, 1989). The AdolescentSelf-Efficacy Scale (ASES) was soon developed by St. Mary & Russo (1989) and
modeled after Condiotte and Lichtenstein's scale, except that it was for exclusive
use with adolescents. The Smoking Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (SSEQ),
developed by Colletti, et al. (1985), was later designed to measure self-efficacy in
individuals resisting the urge to smoke. These authors argued for the need to
assess the strength and generality dimensions, but not its magnitude.
Other investigative studies into the treatment of addictive behaviors fell
within the area of weight control. Studies in eating disorders have shown the
importance of predicting weight loss during and post treatment and a person's
self-efficacious beliefs (Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978). Glynn and Ruderman
(1986) proceeded to formally develop the Eating Self-Efficacy Scale (ESES) with a
majority of items developed and adapted from Condiotte and Lichtenstein's
(1981) scale. The Weight Efficacy Life-Style Questionnaire (WEL) developed by
Clark, Abrams, Niaura, Eaton, and Rossi (1991) has become a recent addition
into the assessment of self-efficacy and the understanding of the treatment of
obesity. The authors have reported WEL as having high reliability and validity
and consistent with Bandura's dimensions for scale construction.
Another area that has gained attention in the development of self-efficacy
scale construction has been in the fitness and physical competency realm. The
Physical Self-Efficacy Scale (PSE), developed by Ryckman, Robbins, Thorton, and
Cantrell (1982), was further prompted by the focus of previous measures on as-
sessment of attitudes regarding body appearance (image) and the lack of any
measure of the individual differences in perceived physical competence directly.
While there was definite agreement as to its use as a general self-efficacy scale,
there was continued disagreement in its validity and use within situation-specific
sport settings. While Gayton, Mathews, and Burchstead (1986) found the47
validity of its use with marathon runners, McAuley and Gill (1983) did not with
athletes who specialized in gymnastics.
Psychosocial and Emotional Self-efficacy. Little construction of formal
self-efficacy scales has evolved across the domain of fears and phobias except for
the initial studies first developed by Bandura, et al., (1980). While Bandura has
continued to expand his research in this area, only one set of agoraphobic self-
efficacy scales has since been developed. In developing a battery of nine scales
across nine different areas of functioning typically problematic for agoraphobics,
Kinney and Williams (1988) provided a clear example of integrating task specific
situations with questions across a hierarchy of difficulty, and testing the
dimensions of magnitude, strength, and generality as Bandura has prescribed.
Little data has been provided giving any confirming evidence of the reliability
and respective validity of these scales.
Self-efficacy scales have been developed in the psychosocial areas of both
adults' and children's interactional, social adjustment, and related skills. The
Self-Efficacy Scale (Coppel, 1980) was designed to assess the general expectation
of one's ability to execute various coping behaviors. While limited to general self-
efficacy assessment, it has been used to even measure self-efficacy expectations
specific to the goals of a coping skills program for reducing test anxiety among
college students (Smith, 1989). Moe and Zeiss (1982) have developed the Self-
Efficacy Questionnaire for Social Skills (SEQSS) designed for assessing self-effi-
cacy expectations for social skills. The scale examined behaviors concerning the
ability to demonstrate such personal attributes as friendliness, warmth, and at-
tractiveness. In both scales, authors reported the need for developing further
validity data.Factors contributing to the development of social interaction of adults and
children with their peers have also become the target of several studies.
Studying how children view their effectiveness in social interactions with peers
has laid the foundation for the Children's Self-Efficacy for Peer Interaction Scale
(CSPI) constructed by Wheeler and Ladd (1982). This scale examined the efficacy
expectations of children in both conflict and non-conflict situations involving
their peers. Similarly, the College Interaction Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(CISEQ) was developed by Fichten, Bourden, Amsel, and Fox (1987) to measure
the self-efficacy expectations concerning the ability of college students to interact
effectively in academic settings with peers who had and did not have physical
disabilities. The scale had been found to be helpful in counseling physically dis-
abled person's and facilitating their adjustment to college along with making
friends with other non-disabled persons.
Assessing adult personality adjustment factors, persistence, and initiation
behaviors and their relationship with generalized efficacy beliefs became the fo-
cus for the development of the Self-Efficacy Scale by Sherer, Maddux,
Mercadante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, & Rogers (1982). Its authors pointed out the
need for additional validity studies and for investigating the clinical utility of
their scale.
Academic and Learning Self-efficacy. Research (Kazdin, 1979; Schunk,
1981; Schunk, 1984, 1985; Zimmerman & Ringle, 1981) has demonstrated that
educational and teaching practices directly influenced the self-efficacy levels of
students, while on other occasions, self-efficacy was influenced by students'
perceptions of their outcomes and the actual outcomes themselves, such as
increased motivation, and skill improvement (Schunk, 1985). Asa result of thesefindings, a growing number of self-efficacy scales have been developed within
the domain of teaching, cognition, and academic learning.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) have given ample study to the realm of teacher
self-efficacy by construction of the Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale. The theoretical
support for such a scale was based on teaching efficacy and personal teaching ef-
ficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1977a; Bandura,
et al., 1980). Gorrell and Capron (1989) have studied the efficacy levels of pre-
service teachers, having designed their own internal measures for assessing this
construct within their studies. More recently, Riggs and Enochs (1989) have per-
formed studies in the efficacy expectations of preservice and elementary teachers
in teaching science. Based on Bandura's theory, Riggs and Enochs (1989) devel-
oped the Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument (STEBI) designed to mea-
sure constructs of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy with regard to science
teaching and learning.
A rather unique approach to assessment of self-efficacy has been by
Hillman (1986). She suggested an interactional effect of self-efficacyamong the
students, teachers, and even principals within the educational setting. Asa re-
sult, Hillman had developed preliminary steps in the development ofa multi-
dimensional instrument that measured self-efficacy levels in childrenas
students, in teachers, and in principals, respectively.
Insuring student success and reducing drop-out rates of college students
have been the concern of higher educational institutions for decades. Interest in
the adjustment, retention, and success patterns of college students have paved
the way for the construction of several general college self-efficacy scales. The
College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES) by Owen and Froman (1988)was a
simple instrument designed to identify students who might be at-risk for proba-
tion or dropping out of college. Similar to this scale was the Measure of50
Academic Self-Efficacy (MASE) by LaLonde (1979). This measure was designed
to assess 10th, 11th, and 12th grade students in terms of their college readiness,
predictability for college success, and post-secondary career plans. Wood and
Locke (1987) conducted a series of four related studies which examined the rela-
tionship between academic self-efficacy and performance of courses by college
students with individual self-efficacy scales developed for each study.
One other recent study of general academic self-efficacy has been ex-
tended to professional educators. The Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (AS-ES)was
developed by Schoen and Winocur (1988) to assess the differences of self-efficacy
levels in male and female university and college educators. Efficacy expectations
were found to be lower for women than men on research and administrative
tasks. Its authors suggested the use of such a scale in career counseling andpro-
fessional development arenas.
The interest in retention of information and memory functioning has been
pivotal in studies of cognition and learning. Scales for assessingmemory self-ef-
ficacy have received considerable attention. One of the best models for applying
Bandura's methodological principles to scale construction has been the Memory
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire by Berry, et al. (1989). Its design clearly exemplified
the dimensions of self-efficacy level, strength, and generality. Bandura (1989) de-
scribed their work as psychometrically sound. Rebok and Balcerak (1989)re-
ported the development of a memory self-efficacy scale, similar to that of
Bandura and Adams (1977), in their study of memory differences between
young adults (17-19 year-olds) and old adults (60-78 year-olds). Further studies
in memory self-efficacy have been conducted by Hertzog, Hultsch, and Dixon
(1989). They have conducted validity studies on two self-reportmeasures, the
Metamemory in Adulthood Questionnaire (MIA) and the Memory Functioning51
Questionnaire (MFQ), with each instrument demonstratinga high correlation
with the factor of memory self-efficacy.
Related to memory and intelligence were the domains of creativity and
creative problem-solving. Studies into an individual's creativity have primarily
focused on intelligence level and giftedness (Palmquist & Young, 1992). The
Efficacy Scale for Creative Productivity was developed by Schack (1986). This
scale was developed to investigate the efficacy levels in gifted children, grades
four through eight.
Mathematics has been the focus of a number of self-efficacy studies
(Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Bryan & Bryan, 1991; Campbell & Hackett, 1986;
Hackett, et al., 1990; Schunk, 1981; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990). Instead
of constructing formal scales, many investigators have elected to develop their
own internal self-efficacy measures using Bandura's methodology through spe-
cific sets of tasks of mathematical problems. The exceptionwas the work of Betz
and Hackett (1983), who have developed the Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale.
The results of their study and efficacy instrument indicated that mathematics
self-efficacy expectations were signficantly related to the extent to which
students selected science-based college majors. Amore recent extension of Betz
and Hackett's scale was the Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale developed by
Randhawa and Beemer (1990). This scale assessed self-efficacyexpectations with
respect to three situations in mathematics: 1) daily math problems; 2) word
problems and problem-solving; 3) completing high schoolcourses.
While distantly related to math, two other specific learning domains have
been noted: music and computers. In eachcase, self-efficacy scales have been de-
veloped. As has been the case with math, anxiety has poseda major problem in
musical performers (Kendrick, Craig, Lawson, & Davidson, 1982). The
Expectations of Personal Efficacy for Musicians Scalewas developed by52
Kendrick (1979), and has been used in further musical anxiety and related self-
efficacy studies by Craske and Craig (1984). From a more science-oriented and
technology point of view, the Computer Self-efficacy Scale was constructed by
Murphy, et al., (1988) to assess perceptions of students' ability regarding
knowledge and use of computers and the anxiety that also developed around
learning such
technology.
There has also been considerable research effort towards understanding
the influence of attitudes, beliefs, and the efficacy expectations of student writers.
Most studies have tended to focus on the development of instructional methods
and teaching practices and the influence of teachers' opinions towards writing
instruction for improving the skills and writing performance of students, while
secondarily noting any changes, resulting from these approaches, in their atti-
tudes towards writing. This has placed the proverbial cart before the horse by
failing to assess those potentially negative attitudes and limited perceptions
(inefficacious beliefs) that must be first assessed, understood, and then changed
before an instructional method can be applied (Giordano, 1987). Rose (1980) has
argued for close attention to and evaluation of such beliefsas they may be in
many cases a prerequisite to effective learning and skills improvement.
The interest in attitudes towards writing has been primarily studied
within the context of classroom-driven practices. Studies in theuse of portfolios
(Marchesani, 1992), cooperative problem-solving and group process writing
(Johnson, 1990), and teaching writing as a process (Elks, 1988) have all shown
positive results in improving writing skills of students, along with attitudinal
improvements towards writing noted by their subjects. Unfortunately,none of
these studies has reported assessment procedures or scales to evaluate such
gains in attitudes towards writing. There is but one exception.53
A significant number of studies have been developed investigating the
use of computers to facilitate improvements in writing. Rather than develop
scales, most authors constructed their own surveys and questionnaires, most of
which have failed to comply with reliability and validity standards.
Nevertheless, while one study indicated positive gains in the use of computers
to improve writing attitudes in students (Shields, 1991), other studies found that
the use of computers had not reduced overall apprehension, nor did theiruse
increase the attitudes towards writing (Fitch, 1987; Greenland & Bartholome,
1987; Phinney, 1991).
The first inital studies to develop scales for measuring attitudes
towards writing began in the late 1970's, following the pivotal research of
Bandura and his formal studies on self-efficacy and the importance of perceived
beliefs as they impact on changing behavior. Thompson developeda six-hour
intensive training workshop to reduce writing anxiety in adults. The workshop
was conducted through a community college. While somewhat simplistic, with
no reporting of validation and reliability measures, the Thompson Writing
Attitude Scale (1978), was one of the first reported instruments toassess the
construct of attitude towards writing for adult basic writers.
A more comprehensive study, though, would follow. Pioneers in basic
writing research and in proposing alternative ways of studying writing beyond
skills, drills, and workbook exercises, Emig and King constructed the Emig-King
Writing Attitude Scale for Teachers (1979b) and the Emig-King Writing Attitude
Scale for Students (1979a). The scales were constructedacross three categories:
preference for writing, perceptions of writing, andprocesses of writing. For the
first time, writing would be categorized across affective dimensions. While the
scale lacked sound validation for general use, it set the tone for investigations
into this important construct of learning and its influenceon writing behavior.54
Recent research has continued to demonstrate the influence of attitudes
and beliefs on writing performance. Attitude has been shown to affect the moti-
vation of students. The recent work by Wolcott and Buhr (1987) has confirmed
the hypothesis that improvements in writing performance was facilitated by pos-
itive attitudes towards writing. Their work further supported the importance of
categorically evaluating the construct of attitude across various domains. In
1987, they developed the Writing Attitude Questionnaire with three broad cate-
gories identified to assess student attitudes towards writing: apprehension about
writing, perceptions of the usefulness of writing, and understanding of the writ-
ing process. Results of this study indicated that overall writing attitude, appre-
hension levels, and comprehension of the process all contributed as factors to-
wards improvements in writing gains. The factor of students' perceptions as to
the usefulness of writing was found to be nonsignificant, a startling finding
reported by the authors who suggested that such a result was likely due to the
small number studied and the need for further instrument refinement.
McCarthy, et al., (1985) argued strongly for self-evaluation as an impor-
tant facet of the writing process. In their research, they reported having found a
strong relationship between writers' evaluations of their general writing skills
and the overall quality of their written products. They defined self-evaluationas
assessnent of self-efficacy, a construct developed by Bandura (1977a) and which
had guided their research in the writing performance of college freshman, and in
turn has also guided this study. Their scale, the Self-Assessment of Writing, was
constructed across three psychological variables which Bandura has related to
self-efficacy and which composition researchers have studied: anxiety, locus of
control, and cognitive style. In their final analysis, though, they reported that, of
the variables identified, efficacy strength and anxiety were the only variables55
significantly related to writing performance at the pre-test stage, and at the post-
test stage, only efficacy strength was significantly related to performance in
writing.
Other studies of writing self-efficacy have been conducted, but outside the
population of adult writers. Schunk and Swartz (1991) found that self-efficacy
judgments were significantly and positively correlated with writing skills in a
study of 60 fifth-grade children. They followed with a further study of 33 gifted
fourth-grade students demonstrating the positive relationship between strategy
instruction and feedback on writing performance and writing self-efficacy of stu-
dents (Schunk & Swartz, 1991). Graham and Harris (1989) found similar results
in the relationship of writing performance and self-efficacy of 22 fifth- and sixth-
grade learning disabled students. Unfortunately, none of these studies have de-
veloped formal scales for assessing writing self-efficacy.
Since self-efficacy has been primarily conceptualized as a situation-spe-
cific belief (Bandura, 1977a, b, 1986a; Schunk, 1985; Sherer, et al., 1982), writing
should become an ideal domain for self-efficacy study. The research presented
here indicated that students' perceptions and perceived beliefs about their writ-
ing capabilities played a vital role in actual writing performance.
To date, there has been no study found that has assessed the self-efficacy
levels of adult basic education students in general, nor on assessing adult basic
writing self-efficacy in particular. The instrument constructed in this study was
an attempt to further test Bandura's theory of self-efficacy within the academic
domain of writing on a select group of adult basic education students. This
study proceeds to further expand the range of domains in which self-efficacy has
been studied and investigated.56
Basic Writing Research
In spite of the many methods and strategies which have been developed
for learning to write, adults have continued to report their personal frustrations
and limited accomplishments with the task of writing (McCoy, 1991.; Evangelauf,
1985). The reason for this renewed interest and concern over the global deficien-
cies in writing can be attibuted to two factors: the decline in writing abilities
among students, and the limited writing competencies among workers and their
impact on productivity and promotion.
Factors Causing a Renewed Interest in Writing
The current interest in writing today has been in response to the decline in the
level of preparedness of entering college freshman (Gray & Slaughter, 1980; Hood,
1990; Lederman, Ryzewic, & Ribaudo, 1983). This lack of apparent preparation
in writing skills of postsecondary students was partially due to the declining
rigor of high school education, automatic promotion throughout the grade levels
in high school, and an erosion of effective teaching practices (Hood, 1990;
Maxwell, 1979). In addition, the policy of open admissions to most two-year
and many four-year postsecondary institutions has made college accessible to
students who would not have considered higher educationas a possibility. At
the same time, because of declining enrollments, collegeswere admitting
students who would have been denied admission in the past, andwere even
providing remedial courses to maintain retention of such students (Hood, 1990).
This trend in remediation is expected to continue well into the next century,
resulting in larger numbers of more difficult students to educate (Hodgkinson,
1986). Troyka (1987) may have been premature in calling the 1980's the "decade57
of the non-traditional studentsu as it appearedeven more a pertinent label for the
199Os.
The second factor contributing to a renewed interest in writing hasnot
only academic, but also socio-economic implications to the societyas a whole. A
residual from underpreparedness was the subtle patternofslowed worker productivity,
reduced competitiveness, and even lossofjob promotions resulting in limited basic skills
and most notably inept writing abilities of a great majority of working adults (Aldrich,
1982). The basic skills of reading, writing, and math, along with critical think-
ing and reasoning abilities have come to be recognized as essential for obtaining
employment in todays current job market and critical for promotion and in-
creased productivity (Carnevale, Gainer, & Meltzer, 1989; U.S. Department of
Education and Labor, 1988). Functional competencies, suchas the ability to
write and communicate clearly, have become as importantas the technical skills
of a particular job, and such functional literacy has becomea primary contribu-
tor towards advancement, retraining, and promotions. The educational andso-
do-economic concerns of poor skills development have tended to refocus public
attention on the importance of writing and the need for further researchactivity.
Evaluation, document design, and instructional improvement have be-
come largely the vast domains in which reseach in the teaching of writing have
occurred. More recent research on written composition (Scardamalia
and Bereiter, 1986) identifed at least ninenew trends in writing research
which have emerged over the past decade. The research focus of Vygotsky
(1978) on how pre-school children construct meaning from writtensymbols has
encouraged the practice of children beginning to write at earlierages (Graves,
1983). The importance of the meaning of sentences, and how theytie together,
the act of conversation and dialogue, and the concepts of cohesion(Halliday &
Hassan, 1976) and discourse competence (Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod,&Rosen, 1975) have introduced a new field of research known as discourse analy-
sis. Children's structure of narratives and stories has brought much insight into
story comprehension and recall, along with story reproduction (King & Rentel,
1981) and knowledge about stories (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). Teaching
strategies and instructional improvement procedures have ranged from class-
room evaluation practices as in-depth as ethnographic and sociolinguistic meth-
ods (Clark & Florio, 1983), scoring techniques (Knoblauch & Brannon, 1981), to
directing and elaborating thought about composition content (Kiimeavy, 1980),
and the methods and concepts of cognitive processes (Burtis, Bereiter,
Scardamalia, & Tetroe, 1983; Hayes & Flower, 1980a, b; Matsuhashi, 1982).
Basic Writers as a Recent Area of Study
A recently emerging area of writing research, and distinguished as differ-
ent from children's writing, has been with adult writers (Scardamalia & Bereiter,
1986). This body of research has focused on what educators had long referred to
as "remedial writing," or less frequently as "developmental writing," and cur-
rently referred to as "basic writing" (Troyka, 1987).
Interest in underprepared writers became widely known by the earlier
writings of Mina Shaughnessy, and her widely read bibliographicessays (1976)
and the classic, Errors and Expectations (Shaughnessy, 1977a). In these most
prolific of writings, she drew attention towards adult "basic writers"as display-
ing extreme lack of development in writing performance (Shaughnessy, 197Th).
She unconventionally depicted such students, not as immature, unsuccessful,
and inarticulate, but rather as adults who possesed some degree of proficiency
with English, and who had also become successful in other parts of their lives.
She noted that many spoke well, but had not developed matching skills in59
writing. She carefully showed that by examining their errors, teachers could
more effectively determine the causes of writing errors and develop advanced
pedagogical strategies (Troyka, 1987).
This new and emerging field of research would not be complete until it
documented the relationship between reading and writing. Rather than viewing
writing as an isolated activity, the field became more interested in the relation-
ship of reading and writing. Ponsot and Deen's Beat Not the Poor Desk (1982)
was one of the first texts to encourage learning the basic skills of composition
and rhetoric through activities integrating reading and writing (Moran & Jacobi,
1990).Facts, Artifacts and Counterfacts, by Petrosky and Bartholomae (1986),
further emphasized the reading-writing connection, warning against the pitfalls
of rudimentary drill and worksheets, and encouraging the integration of reading
and writing. These findings of basic writing research have continued to bere-
ported by Enos (1987), Gere (1987), and Rose (1989).
Population and Characteristics of Basic Writers. Research on the back-
ground of basic writers has tended to focus on the larger population ofmany
"nontraditonal" or" underprepared" students rather thanon those students
specifically enrolled in basic writing courses (Lunsford & Sullivan, 1990). The
literature tended to define nontradional students in terms ofa common socio-
economic background and with common learning experiences. Starting in the
early 1970's, such students were described across a continuum of terms extend-
ing from underprepared (Cross, 1971), to disadvantaged and non-traditonal
(Roueche & Kirk, 1973), to high-risk and hard-to-reach (Darkenwald, 1980).
These authors had initially characterized such students as being first generation
college enrollees, older, coming from lower class families, and culturally diverse
settings (Troyka, 1982).More recent studies have indicated that there is a greater diversity among
nontraditional students who exhibit difficulties in writing. In her study of basic
writers, Troyka (1987) pointed out that the majority of research on basic writers
has focused on the four-year college students, failing to distinguish between two-
year colleges and the differences in such academic settings. She warned against
making generalizations about basic writers, concluding that her research indi-
cated that basic writers differ from college to college, across academic settings,
and in the needs of the students themselves. Jensen (1986) reinforced Troyka's
position when he emphasized the diversity of basic writers, and that attempting
to characterize such students may lead to political and social buttonholing.
In two-year postsecondary institutions, "adult basic education (ABE)" has
been a generic term used to denote special educational programming and fun-
damental instruction in areas of reading, writing, listening, speaking, and com-
putation (Taylor, 1990). For the most part, many of the nontraditional students,
described earlier, included those students enrolled in ABE programs of two-year
community colleges.The thorough analyses of basic writing research con-
ducted by Enos (1987) and Moran and Jacobi (1990) testified to the fact that little
has been written specific to the individual characteristics of ABE students, but it
can be clearly inferred that such students are some of the same students regarded
as basic writers discussed in the literature.
Theoretical and Methodological Trends. Rather than rely on the empirical
studies specific to the writing problems and literacy skills of children and high
school students (Applebee, 1980; Britton, 1970; Calkins, 1983; Emig, 1971; Graves,
1983; Harste, Woodward, & Burke, 1984; Hillocks, 1984; Holdaway, 1979;
Mosenthal, Tamor, & Walmsley, 1983; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986) the field of
basic writing research had turned its attention directly to the texts of these adult61
basic writers (Lunsford & Sullivan, 1990). The following is a brief synthesis of
various theoretical and methodological influences which have impacted current
instructional practices.
Assessing a person's writing skills includes evaluation of the product. process,
and the context in which writing takes place (Freedman, et al., 1987; Isaacson, 1990;
Langer, 1987, 1988). Early research in basic writing focused on students' written
errors, commonly referred to as the product aspect of writing. Shaughnessy
(1977a) was the first researcher to conduct an exhaustive study of the error
patterns in basic writers. Her research laid the foundation for the basic premises
of almost all the basic writing research to follow: 1) basic writers tend to use
strategies that are governed by grammatical and syntactical rules; 2) their writing
is mediated through their speech; 3) their errors result from their attempts to
cope simultaneously with the complex demands of the task and the context; and
4) they have clear, consistent composing processes, some of which are counter-
productive. Some of her findings were that many adult writers omit small
words, such as "a" and "the" (product errors), and they found it difficult to
identify their own errors during the proofreading and editing stages (processing
errors).
The emphasis on analysis of students' writings has continued to
recognize product errors as a primary competency for writers. Isaacson (1988)
described a simple way of evaluating the various aspects of the written product
and for teaching these competencies:
When different theories of written language were compared side by side,
five principle components emerged: fluencythe number of words written;
contentoriginality of ideas, organization of thought, and maturity of style;
conventionsthe mechanical aspects, such as spelling, margins, punctua-
tion, and verb endings that teachers expect students to use; syntaxcorn-
plexity of the sentences; and vocabularyoriginality and maturity in the
student's choice of words. (p. 529)62
But a preoccupation with teaching somewhat exclusively to the product
components of writing would become problematic for many students, both chil-
dren and adults. Perl's (1979) research on basic writers pointed to the consistent
absorption of basic writers on grammatical and syntactical errors. Other
research studies showed a focus on other common errors, such as fragments and
run-on sentences (Kagan, 1980), syntactic errors (Carkeet, 1977; Krishna, 1975),
and some effort to develop procedures and strategies for eliminating such
common production errors (D'Eloia, 1980; Gorrell, 1980). In fact, of the little
research conducted on the writing skills of adult basic education writers, most
studies have focused on attending to these learners' product errors (Hull, 1987;
Padak & Padak, 1988).
While teaching practices remained on product error analysis, a gradual
shift in emphasis on writing as a process slowly and painstakingly emerged
(Donin, Bracewell, Frederiksen, & Dillinger, 1992; Schwertman & Corey, 1989).
Writing programs described by Bartholomae (1987) with his University of
Pittsburg students, by Rose (1989) and his UCLA freshman writers, by Kroll and
Schafer (1987) and their work with English as a Second Language (ESL) students,
and Schwertman and Corey's (1989) work with adult literacy studentswere tes-
timony to the importance of empasizing the process in writing.
More recently, the composition process has been viewedas a coordination
of three major operations or processes: planning to write (gathering data, and
formulating ideas), generating sentences, and revising and editing (Bereiter &
Scardamalia, 1986; Freedman, et al., 1987; Hayes & Flower, 1987).
Current trends directed attention to how the writer represented the prob-
lem (e.g. writing a report at work), how he/she formulated goals to solve the
problem (e.g. gathering the details of the past month's activities), and howone
integrated these ideas in a sequential and coherent fashion, allowing consistency63
of thought, final editing, and revision (Donin, et al., 1992; Kock & Brazil, 1978;
McCarthy, et al., 1985). As an example, Kock and Brazil (1978) have attempted to
delineate specific processes of writers that assist in setting goals and priorities for
improving the writing skills of individuals. In their work, they have focusedon
such global concerns as the following:
1) unity: logical development and flow of thought; 2) focus: stayingon
the topic without wandering; 3) coherence: 'sticking together" of major
parts of writing, use of transitions; 4) pointedness: responding
pertinently to the writing topic; 5) sufficiency: saying enough to get the
job done; 6) value: the quality of thought. (p. 103)
Various models have been developed in attempts to understand thespe-
cific writing processes of students (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1986, 1987; Freedman,
et al., 1987; Hayes & Flower, 1987; Isaacson, 1990). Alkin (1992) summarized the
common beliefs and generalities to which most writing process models sub-
scribed, namely, that writing required active and complex problem-solvingper-
formed differently by both expert and novice writers, and that writing consisted
of several commonly recognized processes, such as pre-writing andrepresenta-
tion, planning, generation of ideas, evaluation, and revision, all of whichoper-
ated in a more recurring and reciprocal manner thana linear fashion.
While other studies on the writing skills of students, exclusive of basic
writers, continued to embrace the theories of writing as bothprocess and
product (Donin, et al., 1992; Graham & Harris, 1989; Hayes & Flower, 1987; Hull,
1987), a third component had been recognized as a critical factor in basic writing.
The influences of social and cultural contextson the developing skills of writers
have gained the attention of researchers. More recently, studies have noted the
influence of the context within which writing was conducted (Freedman,et al.,
1987; Langer, 1987, 1988; Rubin, 1988). Such researchers report that the social/
64
context within which written discourse occurs is an essential component of
writing.
The term "context," or commonly known as purpose, has become almost
as much a buzz word as "process" in current literature on written instruction
(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). Rubin (1988) pointed out that the social context
in which writing takes place has stood in a mutually reciprocal relationship with
the written product and its process. Greenberg (1987) cautioned not to underes-
timate the influences of social and cultural contexts on the developing skills and
abilities of basic writers. She further noted the little knowledge and lack ofre-
search into the psychosocial and affective aspects of writing, suchas the attitudes
and perceived beliefs (self-efficacy) that basic writers have about writing and the
writing process. It was within the affective domain of writing that the psychoso-
cial concerns of basic writers would draw study and interest.
Support for the significance of the psychosocial considerations of basic
writers and the affective domain as a critical component to the writingprocess
has received some attention over the years. Emig (1967) providedan early
criticism of traditional methods of teaching and research by challenging the
argument that writing had been studied without regard to the social and
psychological settings in which learners find themselves. Following her
writings, Tamor and Bond (1983) noted the importance of the role of affective
and psychological factors that occurred in the individual while engaged during
the writing process. They encouraged not only assessment of content and prod-
uct elements of writing, but also they suggested further evaluation of emotional
and/or psychological factors that appeared to playa critical role in the writing
experience.
The "contexts" within which writers find themselves has takenon new
meaning within the realm of the writing process. Alkin (1992) has recently65
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described "context' as a form of process writing that involves communication
across a variety of purposes, each of which carries its own specific psycho-social
and cultural nuances. Writing in the classroom,at home, or at work, for exam-
ple, potentially brought a diverse set of emotions, reactions, and affective do-
mains that added to the cognitive arena of learning. The settings, circumstances,
and reasons for writing impacted directly on the attitudes and level of
confidence towards written composition. Few studies exist, unfortunately,
which have examined the affective aspects such as attitudes and assumptions
that basic writers bring to the task of writing (Greenberg, 1987).
More recently, attitudes towards writing have been shown to play an additional
key role in writing performance and writing related behaviors (Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979;
Shaver, 1990). Reports of research on students' attitudes toward writing have be-
come an increasingly important psychological construct for study (Shaver, 1990).
Attitudes of students towards writing have been of major concern to teachers of
composition because of their potential effects on writing performance and writ-
ing-related behavior (Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979). Unfortunately, attitudes were
rarely mentioned as either intervening or dependent variables in recent reviews
of the research on the teaching of writing (Hayes & Flower, 1986; Hillocks, 1984;
Petrosky & Bartholomae, 1986).
Two areas of study which have offered increasing insight into the relation-
ship of the affective and cognitive factors of learning have been noted in the liter-
ature. In the first case, there has been considerable literature on the effects of
writing apprehension on written composition (Daly, 1977, 1978; Daly & Miller,
1975a, b). Secondly, and discussed previously, self-efficacy theory has become
recognized as a key factor in changing behavior towards learning and academic
achievement.The studies on "writing apprehension", defined as the tendency to be
anxious about and to avoid writing and writing-related activities (Greenberg,
1987), offer some insight into the problems of basic writers. Studies by Rose
(1984), Daly and Miller (1975 a, b), and Daly (1977, 1978) provide well
documented research on the significance of attitudes in performance of writing
behaviors. Their research has resulted in the following findings: highly
apprehensive writers try to avoid situations in which writing is required; they
experience intense anxiety about writing; and their anxiety is often reflected in
their written products, their writing processes, and their attitudes toward writing
(Daly & Wilson, 1983). Students required to write on more abstract, ambiguous,
or novel topics were seen to have higher levels of apprehension about writing. A
final finding was that many of these learners had a history ofpoor experiences
with writing during their formal years in school.
The phenomenon of "writer's block" has been studied in relation to attitu-
dinal beliefs and behaviors of students. Rose (1980) found those who inadver-
tently could not produce the written word had very limited andeven distorted
notions and beliefs about the composing process and were often constrained by
writing rules or strategies that resulted in being counterproductive to writing.
Hartwell (1981) found less skilled college freshman writers viewing writingas a
rather mundane and simplistic process, with often rigid adherence towards
rules, grammar or syntax. His findings supported the earlier research of Perl
(1979) who found basic writers more concerned over the appearance of their
writing, and overly concerned with error, than on revising and editing. As with
students, so also has teachers become too concerned with the mechanics.
Some research has led to the conclusion that apprehensionmay not be the
primary culprit behind writing difficulties (Aikman, 1985), and thata person's
beliefs and perceptions of an anticipated taskcan have profound implications for67
performance. Evaluating the belief systems of individuals and establishing
strategies for maintaining more positive perceptions of one's capabilities
surrounding a task or activity has gained support as a viable theory for changing
human behavior (Bandura, 1990). The theory of self-efficacy as an attitudinal
construct has been found effective in altering avoidant, anxious, and even phobic
behaviors (Bandura, 197Th).
When performance improved, belief in one's abilities increased, as
Shaughnessy (1976) had pointed out. Similarly, when belief in one's ability to
perform increased, so did actual performance. In Bandura's thinking, the belief
in one's abilities (efficacy expectations) was a major contributor towards
behavior that was attempted and how long that individual would persisteven in
the face of obstacles.
If belief so strongly influenced behavior, it seemed that the infusion of
self-efficacy theory into instructional delivery systems could have potential for
improving students' writing performances. If writing difficulties resulted not
only from the lack of skills or inability to solve writing problems, but also
from one's limited belief that one was unable to write well, thenone important
step to improving writing would be to strengthen individual's efficacy expecta-
tions about their writing ability (McCarthy, et al., 1985). Bandura's research in
self-efficacy theory suggested a potentially more positive andnew direction for
investigation of basic writers.
In line with this thinking, Bandura (1988) contended that people whoper-
formed poorly, such as in the act of writing, may have done so because they lacked the
skills or had the skills but lacked the efficacy to use them.This theoretical premise
was vividly seen in the following study. In one particular survey of 254 top and
mid-level managers, Aldrich (1982) found that both skills and attitudes sabo-
taged the writing of many otherwise competent people, and prevented themLeL]
from promotion to more demanding jobs. Likewise, Aldrich's studywas consis-
tent with the above mentioned apprehension studies (Daly & Miller, 1975a, b;
Faigley, Daly & Witte, 1981) which showed clearly that people anxious about
writing tended to avoid it.
Since it has been documented that ABE students have significant difficul-
ties with writing (Ahrendt, 1987; Bray, 1987; Hayes & Flower, 1986; Hillocks,
1984; Petrosky & Bartholomae, 1986), it was expected that they would have low
levels of writing self-efficacy, to use Bandura's thinking. In this context, writing
self-efficacy consisted in a person's beliefs in his/her ability to successfullyper-
form and complete a writing task. In addition to the skills inherent in writing
performance, it would seem equally important to examine the attitudes and be-
liefs that such students hold about writing and their competenceas writers (Daly
& Miller, 1975a; Daly & Shamo, 1978; Graham & Harris, 1989). What people be-
lieve about their writing capabilities influences how well and frequently they
write (Daly & Miller, 1975b).
A larger number of studies have demonstrated a positive correlation be-
tween self-efficacy and academic performance, especially with school-age chil-
dren (Graham & Harris, 1989), high school history students (Spaulding, 1989),
and college students, primarily pre-service teachers (Horn, Shell, & Benkofske,
1989; McCarthy, et al., 1985; Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989; Tuckman & Sexton,
1989). Most studies with adults consisted of four-year college students currently
enrolled in their professor's courses. Unfortunately,no studies have been found
which investigate the significance of self-efficacy and its relationshipto writing
performance of adult basic writers and students in two-year community colleges.
The conclusive studies and research on basic writers, including those
studies noted which did not focus on basic writersper Se, and the insights
gleaned from apprehension studies suggested that the difficulties of basicwritersmay be due in part to three interrelated problems: 1) distorted notions and
beliefs about writing and the composing process; 2) intense writing appre-
hension in certain contexts; and 3) a tendency to block while writing specific aca-
demic tasks (Greenberg, 1987). Bandura and his colleagues have worked across
a variety of domains and within the realm of these three contexts, developing a
theory of self-efficacy which reduces phobic and anxious behaviors through
strategy teaching and learning of more positive beliefs and perceptions towards
specific tasks and activities.
The research has suggested the need for further investigation and assess-
ment into the affective domains of learning and the writing process. Self-efficacy
has proven successful as a theory in other contexts, but no mention or study has
been given to writing self-efficacy of basic writers. In Greenberg's words (1987),
a study into the writing self-efficacy of basic writers could provide additional in-
sight into what she states as the most important priority and the needs that must
be addressed by current researchers:
The most important priority is to examine the relationships among the
three possible causes of difficulty in writing (discussed above): We
need to discover how students' conceptions of composing are related
to their writing anxieties in different contexts and different tasks. And
we need to consider how each of the problems, distorted composing
processes, situational writing apprehension, and task-related writing
blocks, is related to students' problems in clarifying and elaborating
the meaning that is latent in their writing (p. 202).
Scale Construction and Research Design
In conducting a comprehensive analysis of attitudinal scales, Shaw and
Wright (1967) concluded that the majority of scales have been poorly or inade-
quately designed. In their analysis, they attributed this situation to several con-
cerns: 1) to the few major advances or breakthroughs in techniques of scale70
construction since the Thurstone and Likert methods were developed; 2) to the
evidence of many scales' reliability and validity as frequently lacking and almost
always incomplete; and 3) to the lack of a consistent and systematic procedure
for scale development. More recently, the research by Shrigley and Koballa
(1984) and Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986) have addressed the concerns of Wright and
Shaw by formulating systematic procedures that led to improving the validity
and reliability in scale construction. The following statistical methods have been
more commonly used for demonstrating evidence of validity and reliability of at-
titudinal scales.
Validation Procedures
Validity has been simply defined as the degree to which a test measured
what it was supposed to have measured (Borg, 1987; Gay, 1992). Construction of
most scales have included a variety of validation techniques.
Delphi Panel Technique. The Delphi Panel technique has been employed
as a method for drawing professional and expert consensus that an item pooi
reflected a construct in question, for example, writing self-efficacy. The use of a
Delphi Panel has been regarded as a nonempirical method of gathering
consensus from a collection of experts and professionals in a given application
area where none existed previously (Sackman, 1974). The use of Delphi
procedures, such as those initially used by the Air Force-Rand Corporation
project (Sackman, 1974), have shown inconsistent and unreliable results when
used solely by itself. When used as one of a group of methods for establishing
the integrity of a questionnaire or scale, the use of a Delphi panel has given
additional evidence for content validity of a scale (Evans, 1993; Samahito, 1984).71
Courtney (1984) had suggested that this technique be used when the researcher
wants to have the elements of validity checked by a number of experts who will
be able to judge the appropriateness of the instrument in terms of content.
Samahito (1984) and Courtney (1988) have provided specific guidelines in
the use of a Delphi panel for research purposes. Such guidelines, the details of
which are included in Chapter 3, have provided a more objective and standard-
ized process for a group of experts to reach consensus regarding the contents of a
scale.
Testing the Evaluative Quality of a Scale. The construction and de-
velopment of most attitudinal scales have continued to integrate procedures
derived from the early pioneering studies of Thurstone (1928) and Likert (1932),
but with additional techniques that lend increased support for evidence of a
scale's validation and reliability. Thurstone was the first to report not only that
attitudes could be measured (1928), but also that statements about an attitude
must be emotionally charged (Fleming, 1967).
Procedures have been suggested for testing "emotionally charged" item
statements of attitudinal scales, with such items commonly referred to in a scale
as having evaluative quality (Shrigley and Koballa, 1984). Evaluative quality has
been defined as that attribute unique to attitude, that separates itself from other
affective, psychological concepts; evaluative or emotional quality is the rating of
one's perceived beliefs, feelings, and even anxieties towards an object (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975).
In the initial years of attitudinal studies, Thurstone designed an elaborate
scale consisting of an 11-point continuum and a very intricate analysis for main-
taining degrees of emotional intensity for each statement retained. Following
closely behind Thurstone, Likert (1932) introduced a more simplified version for72
designing an attitudinal scale across a 5-point continuum. While the Likert ap-
proach to scale development had become the more often adopted method, safe-
guarding the emotional intensity of a Likert statement had been problematic un-
til recently.
The research conducted by Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986), Shrigley and Koballa
(1984) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) concluded the necessity for establishing the
evaluative quality of a Likert-type attitudinal scale. Their collective research has
shown that maintaining the test for emotional quality was essential for sound
scale construction, and that such a procedure involved both qualitative and
quantitative analyses. This was done by subjecting each trial statement to re-
spondents' ratings across Likert's favorable to unfavorable continuum, as shown
in Figure 3 below. Subjects' ratings would then be carefully analyzed and the
data evaluated both descriptively and inferentially through a combination of
statistical procedures. Likert-type scales have largely consisted of a five-point or
seven-point continuum.
Like
y agree Agree Unsure Disagree
Figure 3.Likert's five-point continuum.
Dislike
The mean has been the most often used measure of central tendency.
Measures of central tendency have given researchers a convenient way of de-
scribing a set of data with a single number. The mean is the arithmetic average
of the scores. It has been regarded as the best index for the typical performance
of a selected number of subjects (Borg, 1987; Gay, 1992).73
The standard deviation has been the most commonly used and stable
measure of variability. Measures of variability indicate how spread out the
scores are, and how much variability there is. The standard deviation accounts
for variance. If there was much variance, indicated by a large standard devia-
tion, the scores would be more spread out across a continuum; should there be a
smaller variance, with a smaller standard deviation, the scores would be much
closer together. Knowledge of the mean and standard deviation of a set of scores
has provided an accurate picture of what the distribution looks like (Borg, 1987;
Gay, 1992).
Percentile ranks have been one of the more common measures of relative
position, indicating where a score is in relation to all other scores in the distribu-
tion. Such measures have allowed one to express how well an individual or
group has performed as compared to all other individuals or groups in the study
who have been measured on the same variable or variables. Percentile ranks in-
dicate the percentage of scores that fall below a given score. It has allowed one
to compare by rank ordering an individual score against the entire group
studied.
The t-test has been used to determine whether two means are significantly
different. In scale construction, t-scores have been used for each item pooi with
the mean scores of high scoring and low scoring subjects being compared. The
greater the contrast between the two means the greater the probability that sub-
jects with a positive attitude are scoring as expected across the continuum, and
vice versa for subjects with more negative attitudes.
Likert (1932) and Murphy and Likert (1937) found that if the mean scores
were more contrasting (between higher and lower criterion groups) and when
compared with relatively high positive item-total correlations, the more valid
and reliable the attitude statements were. Shrigley and Koballa (1984) and74
Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986) found that t-scores on individual attitude statements
relate closely to their item-total correlation. They have suggested compiling both
tests, analyzing the tests for similar results, for the purpose of selecting themore
discriminating item statements for a scale.
Degreesof relationships have been expressed as correlation coefficients
(r-values). The most commonly used technique is the product moment correla-
tion coefficient, usually referred to as the Pearson r (Borg, 1987). Correlationco-
efficients have largely been used for two specific purposes: (a) to determine
which variables, as in the case of a list of item statements ina scale, are related or
more closely related, and (b) to test hypotheses regarding expected relationships
(Gay, 1992). In each case, different statistical techniques have been identified
based on the specific purpose and type of variables under anlysis.
Correlational analysis has provided supportive evidence for both theva-
lidity and reliability of a scale. Correlational analysis has been regarded bysome
as an important step in construction of assessment and testing instruments (Borg,
1987; Charles, 1988; Mueller, 1986; Scott, 1960) and in developing validitems for
an attitudinal scale (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986; Shrigley and Koballa, 1984).
Correlating every respondent's score on a particular item with his/herto-
tal score, called item-total correlation, has been regardedas a common procedure
for selecting homogeneous items, statements whichmeasure a common attribute
(Scott, 1960), and has added further support toa scale's content validity (Abdel-
Gaid, et al., 1986). In addition, Shrigley and Koballa (1984) have suggestedthat
item-total correlations be used as the criterion for selecting themore discriminat-
ing statements for the scale. Correlational analysis has provided increasedun-
derstanding of factors that contribute to makingup a complex characteristic or
construct (Borg, 1987), such as writing self-efficacy.75
Factor Analysis. Factor analysis has been used extensively as a data
analytic technique for examining patterns of interrelationship, data reduction,
classification and description of data, data transformation, hypothesis testing,
and mapping construct space (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986; Rummel, 1970).
Factor analysis has been a technique for determining the distinct variables which
are present among an item pooi or statements that attempt to measure a
construct (Courtney, 1984). The principal concern of factor analysis has been the
resolution and determination of the underlying variables or factors which are
peculiar or unique to defining a behavior or construct (Harman, 1967). Factor
analysis has been used effectively in lending support to the content (Abdel-Gaid,
et al., 1986) and construct validity of scales (Coopersmith, 1990).
In constructing a scale, testing for its unidimensionality has been critical to
the validation process (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). One test for unidimen-sionality,
therefore, has been factor analysis (Guilford, 1954). A scale will be unidimen-
sional when the statements fall along one dimension and thus represents thecon-
struct. Theoretically, if a scale lacked unidimensionality, then it would likely be
measuring more than one construct, thereby making such a deficiency a threat to
the content validity of the scale (Shaw & Wright, 1967).
More recently, however, the test for uriidimensionality has received
broader definition. Oppenheim (1966) claimed that an attitude scalecan have
several independent factors while remaining unidimensional in nature.
Researchers, such as Henersen, Morris, & Fitz-Gibbon (1978), Aiken (1980), and
Abdel-Gaid et al., (1986), have suggested that a clustering of two or three factors,
especially if there is a match between them and substrata represented in the
scale, may not be a violation of a more contemporary view of unidimensionality.
In addition to content validation, factor analysis has been used forpur-
poses of assessing construct validity of a scale (Coopersmith, 1990; Courtney,76
1984; Nunnally, 1970; Sherer, et al., 1982). When the unidimensionality of an in-
strument was established, factor analysis was then used as a strategy to confirm
the general construct validation of the instrument, rather than for item selection
(Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). In this sense, factor analysis has been a powerful
technique for establishing both content and construct validity.
Reliability Procedures
Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure. Reliability gives infor-
mation about the degree to which a measure will yield similar results for the
same subjects at different times or under different conditions (Borg, 1987).
Reliability is expressed numerically as a coefficient, similar to that with correla-
tions. There are different types of reliability, each dealing with a different kind
of consistency.
Cronbach's coefficient alpha has been a technique used for estimating the
internal consistency of a measurement. One of two techniques for measuring ra-
tionale equivalence reliability (Gay, 1992), Cronbach's alpha has been suggested
by Crano and Brewer (1973) and Nunnally (1978) to measure the internal consis-
tency when developing scales. The process of internal consistency is measured
by determining how all items on the measure, such as a scale, relate to all other
items and to the total test.
It has been argued by Abdel-Gaid et al., (1986) that Cronbach's coefficient
alpha has been the most suitable technique for evidence of internal consistency in
scale construction. The test-retest method, often referred to as the coefficient of
stability (Borg, 1987), has not been used due to the time interval factor. The most
critical problem in calculating this form of reliability is to determine the length of
time to elapse between the two adminstrations of the measure (Borg, 1987).77
Secondly, given the often sporadic attendance pattern of ABE students, it could
be nearly impossible to get the same students to test on the second administra-
tion. A short interval of time between testing, whether a few hours or days, has
resulted in potentially testing subjects' memories more than scale consistency.
Allowing for a longer period of time between intervals may test maturation, ex-
perience, or new learning and knowledge.
The use of equivalent forms has been criticized because of the practical
impossibility in developing or finding two completely parallel sets of items
(Bohrnstedt, 1970). Other empirical tests for estimating reliability of scales have
not been considered due to their respective limitations (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986).
To establish two parallel or equivalent forms has been found quite difficult if not
impractical, and has generated a lower level of reliability, due to the interval fac-
tor and the potential for inconsistent responses by subjects when trial statements
were different (Bohrnstedt, 1970; Borg, 1987). It has been further argued that the
split-half method consisted simply of a pair of tests (Cronbach, 1951).
Integration of Self-efficacy Principles
Included in the design of most attitudinal scales has been the integration
of a theoretical framework that supports and parallels the instrument's validity
and reliability. Bandura's three domains of self-efficacy, namely, strength,mag-
nitude, and generality, can be considered inclusive within the broader concept
of evaluative quality, discussed above. When Bandura discussed the
measurement of self-efficacy as testing for magnitude, strength, and generality,
he was actually referring to the same theoretical conceptualizations that Fishbein
and Ajzen (1975) make, and now more recently Shrigley & Koballa (1984), andAbdel-Gaid et al., (1986) when they referred to the concepts of emotional
intensity and the overall evaluative quality of a scale.
Measuring Bandura's domains of magnitude (task difficulty) and strength
(level of confidence to complete task) have continued to be problematic and de-
batable. While Bandura and Cervone (1983) and Berry
et al., (1989) argued for their separate distinctions, Owen & Froman (1988) con-
tested their distinction as being barely negligent. Owen and Froman reported
that Woode and Locke (1987) found inconsistent results with their magnitude
scales, and therefore their findings were rather inconclusive. Both Lee (1984) and
Fichten, et al., (1987) showed a positive correlation between strength and magni-
tude (level), with Fichten and his colleagues deciding to drop the strength data
from their research because it provided little additional information. Owen and
Froman (1988) have concluded that making a fine distinction between these two
concepts of strength and magnitude of efficacy beliefs may be rather redundant.
Ordering trial statements hierarchically according to task difficulty
(magnitude), as suggested further by Bandura (1977a, b), has continued to pose
problems for others. Some researchers (Colletti, et al., 1985; Owen & Froman,
1988) have argued against establishing tasks that were ranked according to levels
or degrees of difficulty. Such researchers have argued that some domains, for
example, smoking and social skills, can not easily be arranged into a hierarchy of
related steps of increasing difficulty. Similar examples can be given within
learning contexts as well. As in the context of basic writing, current practices
have suggested that focus be on the process
of the writer, rather than a hierarchically set of structured rules and/or steps for
completing the end product, thus making concern for "level" a moot argument.
Testing for the dimension of generality has not been as problematic as
level and strength have been. Generality has been interpreted as the extent of79
variety in types of tasks for which any efficacy was estimated (Rooney &
Osipow, 1992). Authors of many scales have argued for having met the criterion
of generality by presenting an ample number of tasks or statements that reflect
the entire range of the domain in question (Berry, et al., 1989; Fichten, et al., 1987;
Gibson & Dembo, 1984; LaLonde, 1979; Owen & Froman, 1988; Schoen &
Winocur, 1988).
While he has suggested methodolgy for conducting tests of strength,
magnitude, and generality of self-efficacy scales (Bandura, et al., 1977; Bandura,
et al., 1980), Bandura has provided no study of his recommended methodology
as supporting evidence for valid and reliable results of a self-efficacy scale, as has
Abdel-Gaid et al., (1986). Rather, he has largely generated trial activities that he
subjectively defined as meeting his own tests within the given domains of his
self-efficacy studies respectively. In all respects, his approach appears largely a
qualitative one.
Correlational Analyses
A final task in demonstrating evidence of the reliability and validity of
any scale is to use it in analyzing data about a specific population studied.
Specific statistical techniques can be used to demonstrate the utility of such
scales.
Correlational research, treated as one method of descriptive research, has
been described in quantitative terms as the degree to which variables were re-
lated or showed some level of association (Gay, 1992). It involved collecting data
in order to determine whether, and to what degree, a relationship existed be-
tween two or more variables. Analyzing data for relationships between two or
more variables can be conducted in a variety of ways.Crosstabulations. The relationship between two or more variables can be
summarized in a crosstabulation table indicating the extent of association
between the variables or with a test of significance (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh,
1985). One way of investigating the relationship or association between two or
more variables is to conduct a crosstabulation analysis. This procedure reveals
the differences between the variables in terms of total numbers or frequencies
and percentages, presenting such data in table form for easy analysis. These
frequencies and percentages are valuable in interpreting and analyzing the
existence of associations and relationships between variables.
Contingency Coefficients. The contingency coefficient, C, is used when
the variables to be correlated are in the form of categories (Borg & Gall, 1991).
The analysis of the percentages and frequencies contained in the crosstabulation
tables allow the researcher to explain the meaning behind the significant
association that has been found (Kempner, 1994).
The contingency coefficient is closely related to the chi-square statistic and
provides the easiest method of determining the statistical significance of C (Borg
& Gall, 1991). The contingency coefficient yields correlations closely comparable
to the Pearson product moment correlation. C is to be used when the dataare
only in categories or when converting the scores to categories presents data ina
more logical or understandable form (Borg & Gall, 1991).
Correlational Coefficients. The Pearson Product Moment Correlation
(Pearson r) is the most often used statistical method for analysis of relationships
between continuous variables. When two variables are correlated together, the
result is a correlation coefficient, represented by the letter.Correlations, asdescribed earlier under Validation Procedures, are used largely for the specific
purpose of testing hypotheses regarding expected relationships. The use of
correlations to either confirm or contest such hypotheses ofa particular theory
being studied is a common practice in many descriptive-type studies (Gay, 1992).
One advantage of the Pearson correlation coefficient is that it indicates
whether the association is positive or negative, ranging from -1.00 to +1.00. A
negative correlation means that as one variable changes, the other variable will
more likely change in the opposite direction; a positive correlation would mean
that as one variable changes, so also will the other be likely to do thesame.CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
Systematic procedures were developed to meet the three-fold purposes of
this study implemented across three phases. The first purpose of this study was
to construct a valid and reliable instrument for measuring writing self-efficacy
levels in adult basic writers. To do so, a systematic 12-step procedure was fol-
lowed that would result in evidence of a reliable and valid scale. The second
phase of this study met the second purpose of further testing the scale's validity
and reliability by administering the scale to a second selected group of ABE stu-
dents. After meeting the tests for reliability and validity, the scale was used to
demonstrate its utility. The scale was used in conducting correlational analyses
by examining the relationships of writing self-efficacy levels in basic writers with
the following variables: age, gender, race and etimic background, English as a
person's first language, employment status, having been retained in a grade,
writing apprehension, and writing achievement.
Study Population
The scope of this study was limited to adult learners enrolled in selected
adult basic education programs at community colleges located across various re-
gions of Oregon. For purposes of clarification, "adult basic education" (ABE) is a
generic term used in postsecondary institutions, primarily in community col-
leges, to denote fundamental instruction in the basic subjects of reading, writing,
speaking, listening, and mathematics (Taylor, 1990). ABE programs are intend-
ed for persons who are 16 years of age and older, who are out of school, and/orwho have not completed high school, and/or who desire to improve their basic
skills (Grede & Friedlander, 1981).
Constructing a valid and reliable scale and demonstrating its use through
correlational analyses involved three phases. In the first phase of this study, the
selection of ABE students was chosen from 10 community colleges within the
state of Oregon. These colleges were chosen because they represented a broad
diversity of adult education students. Students who participated in this study at-
tended community colleges from either one major urban area within the state
with its accompanying suburbs, several middle-sized cities, or a number of small
towns in more rural and remote areas. Demographics were not collected on stu-
dents in phase one, since such data would not be used.
The remaining two phases of this study required further selection of ABE
students from the remaining six community colleges in Oregon. Demographic
data were collected on the 239 students studied during the second and third
phases. In terms of age, 63.6% (n=138) represented students between theyears
of 17 through 29, with 18% (n=39) of the students in the 30 to 39age group, and
the remaining 18.4% falling equally in the two remaining age categories of 40 to
49 years (n=20), and 50+ years (n=20). Slightly more than half of the students,
51.6% (n=112)reported completing high school, with35.9% (n=78)completing
the junior high school years, and 12.4% (n=27) having completedsome education
at the post-secondary levels. Females outnumbered the males by three to one,
with 66.2 % being women (n=145), and 33.8% being men (n=74). The selected
groups of students were largely white caucasian, representing 63.9% (n=138) of
the selected group. Hispanics represented 13% of the group (n=28), and Asians
represented 12.5% (n=27). Approximately 8.3% (n=18) identified themselvesas
American Indian,with the remainder of the 2.3% students (n=5) being African
American.The second phase of this study involved a procedure for further testing
the scale's reliability and validity previously established in the first phase. These
six colleges were chosen for several specific reasons. Three of the community col-
leges were chosen because of their close geographic proximity to this researcher,
and because of his personal contacts with ABE instructors and department ad-
minstrators. The other three community colleges were chosen simply because
they were the last community colleges which had not participated in this study.
In order to develop as valid a scale as possible, a representation of ABE students
from every community college across the state was included.
The third and last phase also used the same students previously selected
from the six community colleges from phase two. Phase three demonstrated the
use of the writing self-efficacy scale to conduct correlational research. Three of
the six community colleges, chosen for their geograhpic proximity and the re-
searcher's personal and consultative relationship, were asked to conduct two ad-
ditional activities. In addition to administering the writing self-efficacy scale,
staff were asked to administer a writing apprehension scale, for purposes of test-
ing construct validity against the newly validated and reliable scale in phasetwo.
Secondly, staff were asked to identify a select number of students from the total
number previously selected and collect student writing samples from the begin-
fling and end of the Winter, 1993 term. In phase three, the students' writing per-
formances were later correlated with their respective writing self-efficacy levels.
Procedural Design for Scale Construction
Aiken (1976) wrote that improvement in measurement is needed, if educa-
tional research is to have an impact on instruction. The literature on procedures
for constructing attitude scales have been described as being chaotic (Peterson &Carison, 1979), containing flawed instrumentation (Blosser, 1984), and lacking
consistent findings and systematic procedures (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). Abdel-
Gaid noted that the flaw in attitude instrumentation has been in the lack ofa sys-
tematic plan for establishing the validity of a scale.
These concerns of poor scale construction have been carefully considered
in the methodology design of this study. Prior to this study's final design, the
thorough and systematic procedural studies for designing reliable and valid
scales, outlined by Abdel-Gaid et al. (1986), and earlier by Shrigley & Koballa
(1984) were carefully reviewed. As a result, a systematic procedure (See
Appendix A) adapted from Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986)was used for constructing
the writing self-efficacy scale.
To review, three separate phases were involved in conducting this study,
each with its own separate but integrated methods of research. The methodolo-
gies adopted are carefully explained through the followingsequence of steps.
Phase 1: Construction and Validation of the Provisional Writing Self-efficacy
Scale
Defining the Attitudinal Object: Writing Self-efficacy. The firststep in the
methodological procedure was to identify and define the attitudinal object,those
characteristics, concepts, percepts, and that broadrange of interrelated dimen-
sions that define and describe a particular attitudinal construct (Abdel-Gaid,et
al., 1986; Mueller, 1986; Shaw & Wright, 1967). The attitudinal object inthis
study was identified as writing self-efficacy. Writing self-efficacywas, therefore,
defined as the belief that one has the ability to perform writing andwriting re-
lated tasks. This identification and definition of writing self-efficacywas gleaned
from a comprehensive review of the literature, previously discussedin theriN
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literature review, Chapter 2. This literature review attested to the importance of
the attitudinal construct of self-efficacy in a variety of domain-specific contexts,
and especially within academic arenas such as writing.
Defining the attitude object, therefore, was the initial step in presenting
evidence for content validity in designing a valid scale. Content validity has
been defined by Cronbach (1971) as a test of whether items on the scale ade-
quately sample the universe of items of the construct under study (Abdel-Gaid,
et al., 1986).
Writing the Trial Statements for the Scale. Trial statements were gener-
ated from various self-efficacy scales and writing attitude surveys and question-
naires. Other trial statements were a product of this researcher's experiences in
teaching writing composition to similar ABE students and the observed influ-
ences of self-efficacy on classroom learning.
To further capture the efficacy beliefs and affective reactions of adult basic
learners to writing, a number of adult basic education (ABE) students from a
designated community college were asked to write short responses about their
feelings, reactions, and beliefs about writing. This was a procedure suggested by
Edwards (1957), when developing an attitudinal-type scale. From both the adult
learners' comments and related writing and efficacy scales, specific trial state-
ments were then formulated.
Given the domain-specific context of writing, the scale was further con-
structed with statements that addressed the broad spectra of writing. Trial
statements were written to be representative of the main components of
product, process, and context, currently regarded as three essential components
for successful writing and cited earlier in the literature review (Bartholomae,
1987; Isaacson, 1990; Koch & Brazil, 1978; Lunsford & Sullivan, 1990;Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). Product elements
such as fluency, content, conventions, syntax, and vocabulary (Isaacson, 1990),
writing processes inclusive of such factors as unity, focus, coherence, idea and
word generation, sufficiency, and value (Bartholomae, 1987; Koch & Brazil, 1978;
Lunsford & Sullivan, 1990; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986), and writing contexts
and purposes (Greenberg, 1987; Tamor and Bond, 1983) provided the categorical
framework for developing the trial statements.
Other requirements for sound scale construction were followed. Half of
the trial statements were written negatively and the other half were presented
positively, a requirement cited by Likert (1932), who suggested that this step
curbs response set on the part of subjects. In addition, Edwards' (1957, p.14) 14
criteria for editing statements were used in the formulation and wording of each
trial statement, as listed below:
1. Avoid statements that refer to the past rather than to the present.
2. Avoid statements that are factual or capable of being interpreted as
factual.
3. Avoid statements that may be interpreted in more than one way.
4. Avoid statements that are irrelevant to the psychological object under
consideration.
5. Avoid statements that are likely to be endorsed by almost everyone
or by almost no one.
6. Select statements that are believed to cover the entire range of the
affective scale of interest.
7. Keep the language of the statements simple, clear, and direct.
8. Statements should be short, rarely exceeding 20 words.
9. Each statement should contain only one complete thought.10. Statements containing universals such as all, always,none, and
never often introduce ambiguity and should be avoided.
11. Words such as only, just, merely, and others ofa similar nature
should be used with care and moderation in writing statements.
12. Whenever possible, statements should be in the form of simple
sentences rather than in the form of compound or complex
sentences.
13. Avoid the use of words that may not be understood by those who
are to be given the completed scale.
14. Avoid the use of double negatives.
Establishing Ouantitative Ratings for the Scale. In orderto rate the emo-
tional intensity of the responder, confidence ratings in the form ofa Likert scale
were affixed to each trial statement. Five participants' response choiceswere as-
signed to each trial statement. Response choices fellacross a continuum ranging
as follows: "A" for strongly disagree (1 point); "B" for disagree (2 pts.); "C' for
unsure (3 pts.); "D" for agree (4 pts.); and "E" for strongly agree (5 pts.). Theuse
of letters conformed to a computer analysisanswer form previously determined
for later scoring purposes.
Submitting Trial Statements to Delphi Panel. In orderto assure that the
above tests for self-efficacy and writing domainswere being met, a Delphi panel
was used. This panel of experts was asked to critically analyze whether the trial
statements reflected the domain of writing self-efficacy and writingcontent. The
guidelines for utilizing a Delphi panelwere adapted from Samahito (1984) and
Courtney (1988), with the following steps taken:
1. Eight experts were asked to serveon the Delphi panel. This is consis-
tent with the literature that recommends having between 5to 10 members(Courtney, 1988). To ensure heterogeneity of the members, experts were chosen
to represent expertise across varying parameters of the domain of writing, self-
efficacy, and scale development, as follows: Tom Evans, scale construction,
quantitative and qualitative analysis; Ken Ahrendt, reading, writing, and adult
basic education; Steve Stoynoff, whole language, literacy, English as a second
language (ESL), adult development; Barry Lawler, English; Julia Harper, cogni-
tion and writing; Mary Jane Bagwell, ESL (all from Oregon State University);
Steve Isaacson, special education, writing assessment (Western Oregon State
College); and Steve Graham, reading, language, learning disabilities (University
of Maryland). Contact was also made with Dr. Albert Bandura, Stanford
University, a leading authority in the study of self-efficacy, requesting comment
on the provisional set of trial statements for the writing self-efficacy scale.
2. In evaluating the provisional scale and its trial statements, Delphi
members were asked to have no contact with the other members of the panel. As
a courtesy, they had been previously given the names of the other members
serving on this panel.
3. Panel members were presented with individual packets comprised of a
3-page memorandum that included the directions, explanation of terms includ-
ing a one page attachment defining self-efficacy and another attachment listing
criteria for evaluating each trial statement, and the provisional scale.
Three evaluative judgments were to be made by each member with re-
spect to the trial statements provided to them:
a) Evaluation #1: Does each trial statement reflect the
dimension and construct of writing self-efficacy?
b) Evaluation #2: Does each trial statement measure writing
content (product, process, and purpose)?
c) Evaluation #3: Does each trial statement comply with
Edwards' criteria for writing trial statements?The panel members were given one month to review the trial statements, make
any comments regarding each statement, and return them as requested.
4. Criteria for evaluating and retaining a trial statement were determined
by the following procedures. In the initial review of the Delphi panel's evalua-
tions, trial statements were retained if at least seven out of eight experts rated the
item as meeting the "writing self-efficacy" and "writing content" constraints
(Evaluation #1 and #2, above).
If fewer than 50 trial statements were retained, a plan to senda second
revised protocol would then be sent to the individual panel members. They
would be then asked to modify their opinions on those statements that fell below
the seven-out-of-eight criterion by either retaining their original position,
changing their opinion of the trial statement, and/or specifying theirreasons for
remaining outside the consensus. If consensus could not be reached regarding
the trial statement(s) in question, those statements would then be rejected.
Administering Provisional Scale to a Selected Group of ABE Students.
After the work of the Delphi panel and its evaluation,a set of trial statements
were then retained. These retained item statements were developed into a newly
established provisional scale and then forwarded to 10 community colleges
across the state of Oregon for administration to a selected group of students. In
all cases and prior to sending the provisional scales, telephone contacts, initiated
personally by this researcher, were made to the Directoror a designated supervi-
sor/coordinator of each respective ABE Department, asking for their colleges'
support and participation in this study. Upon their approval, formal packets in-
cluding directions for administration of the provisional scale, explanation of
writing self-efficacy, and computer scoring sheets, were sent to the directors of
ten previously contacted community colleges. Packets were mailed in January,91
with an expected return time set for the end of the given term, approximately
mid-March. Since student responses were collected on a computerized form,
staff administering the scale were asked to return the computerized answer
forms only.
Testing Trial Statements for Emotional Intensity. The systematic proce-
dures for validating test items in attitudinal-type scales, conducted by Shrigley &
Koballa (1984) and Abdel-Gaid, et al. (1986), were used as the basic methodology
for establishing the validity and reliability of the trial statements contained in the
provisional writing self-efficacy scale. Upon receipt of the provisional scales
from the ten community colleges, a three-step procedure for testing the evalua-
tive quality of each trial statement was conducted. This procedure became the
first main analysis for demonstrating evidence of construct validity of the scale.
Statistical compilations were conducted through the computerized statisticspro-
gram , Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, SPSS, (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975).
The procedure used to select a trial statement was to test it for its evalua-
tive quality by examining whether subjects demonstrated emotional intensity for
that item, a concept carefully defined by Shrigley & Koballa (1984), and which
involved three judgments for each trial statement.
Distribution of the data for each trial statement was examined tosee if
there existed a spread across the five-point Likert scale in both directions witha
low percent responding in the midpoint. As the first test,a frequency distribu-
tion was completed for each trial statement, with attention given to the percent
of respondents scoring at the neutral point, namely, those whowere undecided
or unsure about a trial statement. Scores which tended toward the middle or
neutral point of a distribution were considered contrary to establishing92
emotional intensity. A cut-off score of 25% or less of respondents scoring at the
neutral point, following the suggestions of Shrigley and Koballa (1984)was
used. Trial statements with 25% or less of the respondents scoring at the neutral
point were then subjected to a second test.
Mean and standard deviation scores were tabulated and analyzed to in-
sure that the responses of the selected group spread across the continuum.
Compiling these two scores represented the test for bi-polar data, the second cri-
terion for emotional intensity. Trial statements were retained if they demon-
strated mean scores between 2.5 to 3.5, and a standard deviation score ranging
from 1.0 to 1.5 (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). Following these parameters ensured
the likelihood that the subjects were responding on a particular trial statement
across the continuum of the scale. Trial statements falling outside these
parameters suggested a skewed distribution, meaning that a larger than normal
percentage of respondents answered in ways not reflective of a normal
distribution and thus reflecting potentially an invalid item. Oncea trial
statement passed the tests of the neutral point, a mean score between 2.5 and 3.5,
and a standard deviation ranging between 1.0 and 1.5, the third and last test for
emotional intensity was conducted.
The third test for emotional intensity, the test for discrimination,con-
sisted of an analysis to see if those respondents with efficacious beliefs toward
writing actually were responding appropriately, with confidence ratings in the
"agree" and "strongly agree" and those with low self-efficacy towards writingre-
sponding in the "disagree" and "strongly disagree" categories (on a positively
worded statement). This test was done both graphically and statistically.
Considered to be the most important psychometric test when judging the
evaluative nature of an attitude statement (Shrigley & Koballa, 1984), thisproce-
dure consisted of compiling an item-total correlation coefficient for that item,93
while at the same time conducting a t-test on the means of the high and low
scorers respectively, and plotting their results graphically. This procedure
examines whether the "right" respondents are clustering at the two poles of the
continuum.
To do so, an analysis was conducted of the top 27% and bottom 27% scor-
ers as contrasting criterion groups, resulting in t-scores for each item statement.
The cut-off of 27% was somewhat arbitrary (Shrigley and Koballa, 1984), with
Edwards (1957) suggesting a cutoff point of 25% and Likert (1937) as low as 10%.
Likewise, a reliability matrix was conducted, resulting in item-total correlations
for each item statement from the subjects selected.
To confirm the item's discriminative nature, the t-score from an individ-
ual item statement was compared to the adjusted item-total correlation for the
entire group of respondents. As noted by Shrigley and Koballa (1984), when
these two scores are significant, they provide confirming evidence of an item's
emotional intensity. Item-total correlations of 0.30 or higher were regarded as
significant (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Scott, 1960; Shrigley and Koballa, 1984). These
correlations were comparing data from all subjects in the study with t-scores
containing data from about half of the selected group of ABE students.
A final step was to graphically plot the responses from each group. If the
graphic representation depicted two bell-shaped curves, one at each end of the
graph, and both possessing moderate neutral points, respectively, then the trial
statement confirmed the data derived statistically, and the item was regarded as
being discriminative, a characteristic that lended final support to the evaluative
quality of an item.
Testing for Homogeneity and Reliability. Each trial statement was now
tested for its homogeneity, that is, determining whether the statementsmeasurea common attribute (Scott, 1960). Retaining homogeneous items was also a fur-
ther test for content validity (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). Positive item-total
correlations, correlating every respondent's score on a particular item with
his/her total score, examining for positive interitem correlations, and conducting
a Cronbach coefficient alpha were the collective procedures for selecting
homogeneous items. Trial items with moderate to high Pearson r correlations
were retained (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986).
While a positive and moderate item-total correlation for each itemwas
necessary (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Scott, 1960), there have been instances when
high item-total correlations exist and the pooi of items were heterogeneous
(Shrigley and Koballa, 1984). To guard against making such a possible mistake,a
check for positive interitem correlations was conducted, as recommended by
Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986) and based on the research of Scott (1960). The final test
for the overall scale's homegeneous nature was
subjected to a reliability analysis for the entire scale. As recommended by Crano
and Brewer (1973), Nunnally (1978), and Abdel-Gaid, et al. (1986), the Cronbach
Alpha technique was used as a test for the scale's reliability.
Testing Unidimensionalitv Using Factor Analysis. Testing for uni-
dimensionality was critical to this study in order to ascertain whether the
statements fell along the single dimension of writing self-efficacy (McNemar,
1946) and serve as additional evidence of the content validity of writing self-effi-
cacy.Shaw and Wright (1967) argued that an attitude scale lacking unidimen-
sionality measured more than one attitude, making such a deficiencya threat to
content validity of a scale, and therefore, its homogeneity.
To test for unidimensionality, defined as that attribute wherein the
statements of a scale fall across one and only one construct, factor analysis was95
used (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986; Guilford, 1954). The trial statements, retained
from the provisional scale, were subjected to a principal component factor
analysis using a varimax orthogonal rotation. Rotating factors is a method of
simplifying factors so that each variable tends to load highly on onlyone factor.
Orthogonal rotation was used because of its general ease of interpretation and
the fact that it maximizes the chances of variables to load more highlyon one
factor as a rule. Rotation was based on eigenvalues, the number that indicates
the amount of the variance underlying all the variables associated witha
particular factor. Eigenvalues greater than one, as recommended by Kim and
Mueller (1978), and their respective variances were analyzed resulting in
identification of four factors.
This procedure resulted in a 25-item writing self-efficacy scale. As part of
this analysis, a repeat test for reliability, using Cronbach alpha and item-total
correlations, was further conducted. This retest procedure was performed inor-
der to see if the correlational coefficients and the reliability index remainedat
somewhat the same level, compared to the initial trial statements from thepro-
visional scale.
Phase 2: Testing the Scalers Reliability and Validity
The purpose of the second phase of this study was to ascertain the degree
to which the newly formed 25-item writing self-efficacy scale, constructed and
developed in the eight steps in phase one above, demonstrated continued evi-
dence of satisfactory reliability and validity. The same procedures whichwere
administered and conducted in the first phase were implemented in this phase.
The purpose of such steps was to provide a further analysis, using anothergroup
of students, that the results obtained in the first phasewere relaible and valid.Submitting Scale to a Second Selected Group of ABE Students. The newly
revised writing self-efficacy scale was now sent to the remaining six community
colleges in Oregon. From their respective program departments, a second group
of students were administered the scale. The results of these students would not
only demonstrate further evidence of the scale's reliability and validity, but also
facilitate the correlational analyses in phase three. Computer answer forms, used
in the scoring of the respondents' scales, were returned within a 45 day period.
Testing for Continued Validity and Reliabilit. Statistical procedures were
used to further validate the scale and demonstrate evidence of its continued
reliability. The three tests of neutral data, bi-polar spread, and discrimination,
criteria for evidence of the emotional intensity of a trial statement, were con-
ducted on each item of the newly revised scale. Frequency distributions along
with mean and standard deviation scores were compiled. The distribution at
the neutral point with criterion cut-off score of 25% or less, testing for bi-polar
spread with analysis of the mean, and standard deviation scores for each trial
statement were conducted and noted for compliance within the ranges, as pre-
viously stated. Frequencies along with tabulated means and standard deviations
were conducted on the top 27% and the bottom 27% of this group and t-tests and
item-total correlations were compared and interpreted for meaning. These
analyses confirmed that these two groups were responding differently and
appropriately and thus demonstrating discrimination, and thereby continued
evidence of the item's evaluative quality. In order to evaluate continued
evidence of reliability and homogeneity, item-total correlations, positive
interitem correlations, and Cronbach's coefficient alpha for the entire scalewere
run statistically.97
Testing Unidimensionalitv Using Factor Analysis. A factor analysiswas
also conducted on the revised scale, since these respondentswere different than
the first. Such a procedure aimed at confirming the continued consistency ofthis
newly revised scale as well as support for its unidimensionality. As in phase
one, trial statements from the newly revised scale were again subjected to a prin-
cipal component factor analysis using a varimax orthogonal rotation. Factors
with eigenvalues greater than one (Kim and Mueller, 1978)were rotated.
Testing Construct Validity. Construct validity must be investigated
whenever a concept or an attitudinal object, such as writing self-efficacy, hasnot
been accepted as entirely adequate or defined (Cronbach, 1971). In orderto fur-
ther test the validity of the construct of writing self-efficacy, validationwas ana-
lyzed by investigating whether the scale confirmedor denied the hypotheses
predicted from self-efficacy theory, the basis for the construct of writing self-
efficacy (Bohrnstedt, 1970). A divergent validation procedurewas used.
To test divergent validity in this study, respondents'scores on a writing
apprehension scale were compared withscores on the newly revised writing
self-efficacy scale. Both scales were administered toone group of 128 ABE
students. Data generated from the writing self-efficacy scalewere correlated
with data generated by the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Scale (Daly&
Miller, 1975a).
Phase 3: Demonstrating the Utility of the Writing Self-efficacy Scale
The last and final phase of this study was to demonstrate the utility ofthis
scale. By compiling writing self-efficacy levels of students, correlationsbetween
a set of variables and writing self-efficacy could be compiled.In the initial stage of this study, this researcher generated hypotheses re-
garding probable relationships between the construct of writing self-efficacy and
the following variables: age, gender, years completed in school, race and ethnic
background, English as one's first language, employment status, being retained
in a grade level, and improvements in writing performance. To test the hypo-
thetical relationships between writing self-efficacy and the above stated vari-
ables, correlational analyses were conducted.
In the beginning stages of this study, it was hypothesized that a relation-
ship would be found between specific variables and writing self-efficacy.
Crosstabulations showing the frequency and percentages of the group's writing
self-efficacy scores derived from the writing self-efficacy scale were analyzed
with the identified variables.
The variables of age, gender, race, years in school, English spoken as
one's first language, current employment status, and being retained in a grade
while formally in school were analyzed with writing self-efficacy. Data from
these variables were collected by asking multiple-choice and yes-no questions.
As a result, responses were collected across categories rather than as continuous
data. Contingency coefficients were compiled providing the correlation between
writing self-efficacy and the variable under study.
A Pearson product moment correlation was used to study the relationship
between writing achievement and writing self-efficacy. To conduct this correla-
tional analysis, initial writing samples were taken from a group of ABE students
from three of the six community colleges (n = 49) during the first week of the
Winter term, and final samples were again taken during the last week of the
Winter term. Using the Analytic Scoring Guide (Coop, White, Tapscott, & Lee,
1983) to obtain scores representing the degree of improvement or lack of im-
provement in writing, correlations were obtained with the respondents' writingself-efficacy scores. These correlations reflected the relationship between
changes or improvements in writing and writing self-efficacy.100
Chapter 4: RESULTS AND FINDINGS
A systematic set of procedural steps were developed across the first two
phases of this study to construct a valid and reliable writing self-efficacy scale
and to further test its validity on a second group of ABE students. The first
phase, construction and validation of a provisional writing self-efficacy scale,
consisted of an eight-step process for attaining preliminary evidence of reliabil-
ity and validity. The second phase, testing the scale's reliability and validity,
consisted of four additional procedures to ascertain the degree to which the
newly formed writing self-efficacy scale was demonstrating continued evi-
dence of reliability and validity, using a second group of subjects.
A third and final phase, demonstrating the utility of the writing self-
efficacy scale, was completed. This phase, employing additional statisticalpro-
cedures, satisfied the study's third purpose of demonstrating the utility of this
scale by conducting a series of correlational analyses to investigate the relation-
ship between writing self-efficacy with the following variables:age, gender,
years in school, race and ethnic background, English as a person's first lan-
guage, employment status, having previously been retained in a grade, writ-
ing apprehension, and writing achievement.
Phase 1: Construction and Validation of the Provisional
Writing Self-efficacy Scale
Defining the Attitudinal Object: Writing Self-efficacy
The literature review of attitudinal measurement, self-efficacy theory,
and basic writing research, points to the importance of writing self-efficacyas101
an attitudinal object. The attitudinal object of writing self-efficacy, the belief in
one's ability to perform writing and writing related activities (Bandura, 1977a,
1986a), is supported by several key theoretical premises that guide the devel-
opment of a writing self-efficacy scale:
1. Complex behavior, as in the case of writing, can not be predicted
solely on the basis of skills development and achievement without knowledge
of attitude (Shaw & Wright, 1967).
2. Attitudes and perceived beliefs towards writing play an additional
key role in writing performance and writing related behaviors (Bandura,
1977 a, b; Bandura, et al., 1980; Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979; Shaver, 1990).
3. People who perform poorly may do so because they lack the skills or
have the skills but lack the efficacy to use them (Bandura, 1988).
4. Self-efficacy theory is best applied to domain-specific contexts
(Bandura, 1986b). Writing is a domain-specifc context of learning.
5. Assessing a person's writing skills includes evaluation of the product,
process, and context for which writing takes place (Freedman, et al., 1987;
Isaacson, 1990; Koch & Brazil, 1978; Langer, 1987, 1988).
Therefore, the literature suggests that there are at least two factors which
explain the challenges faced by adult basic writers:
1. the important role that self-efficacy plays in writing performance and
the critical need, therefore, in being able to assess this construct.
2. the efficacious use of those skills (product, process, purpose) that
learners bring to the writing task.
Writing the Trial Statements for the Scale
The comprehensive review of writing research and the search for
efficacy-related scales greatly determined the contents andscope for creating
this scale. Among those scales from which trial statementswere primarily
studied and adapted were the Writing Attitude Questionnaire (Wolcott & Buhr,102
1987), the Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer, et al., 1982), the Thompson Writing
Attitude Survey (Thompson, 1978), the Emig-King Writing Attitude Scale (Emig
& King, 1979a, b), the Self-Assessment of Writing (McCarthy, et al., 1985), the
College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (Owen & Froman, 1988), and the Measure
of Academic Self-Efficacy (LaLonde, 1979). While these instruments provided
examples for eliciting the affective and emotional domains towards writing in
general, they did not address specific content within the writing domain, such
as editing, idea generation, grammatic structure. Most instruments investigated
a subject's reaction to writing in general rather than probing for such affective
reactions specific to the domains of product, process, andpurpose of writing.
To capture the efficacy beliefs and affective reactions of adult basic learn-
ers to writing, a decision was made to survey a set of students. Contact was
made with several teachers in a local community college, requesting permission
from them to survey some adult basic writers. Forty-six students volunteered
to participate in a preliminary survey. Twenty students froman English as a
Second Language (ESL) class and 26 students froman ABE class were asked to
write short responses to three questions regarding their feelings and reactionsto
writing, attitude towards writing, and the importance of writing in their lives
(See Appendix B): (1) How do I feel when someone asksme to do a writing as-
signment? What are my first feelings and reactions? (2) What ismy attitude
about writing? Do I have positive or negative thoughts about writing? Can I
describe them below? (3) Is writing important tome in my daily life?
Responses to these three questions were different between native English
and non-native English speakers and writers. Bothgroups shared such diverse
feelings as confidence, enjoyment, panic, and dislike. They both expressed diffi-
culty with grammatic rules and syntax and in using toomany words to write or
not having a sufficient vocabulary to express their thoughts. Amongsome103
notable differences, native English writers shared some insight that the more
they wrote, the easier it became. Non-native English writers expressed the
need for additional time to think of what to say. Their reactions and comments
provided clear evidence that writing was both emotionally and cognitively
challenging. Trial statements were written in consideration of their responses.
Care was taken to ensure that the trial statements for the provisional
writing self-efficacy scale were also written in the context of the three major do-
mains of writing, namely, product, process, and purpose, as supported by the
literature review. Within each of these categories, at least seven trial statements
were created, the minimum suggested by Bohrnstedt (1970). Thirty-eight trial
statements were generated under the generic category of "General Self-efficacy,"
which attempted to elicit feelings of apprehension, capability (efficacy), and in-
capability (inefficacy) related to writing in general. Within the category of
"Elements of the Product of Writing," 52 statements were designed around five
principle components of fluency, content, conventions, syntax, and vocabulary,
as described by Isaacson (1988); 34 statements were generated under the cate-
gory of the "Elements of Process," the contents of which focused on the compo-
nents of pre-writing, planning, generating sentences, evaluation, and revising,
as summarized by Alkin (1992); and the last category, labeled "Elements of
Purpose/Context," in which 32 statements addressed the purposes and psycho-
social and cultural contexts within which writing takes place (Alkin, 1992;
Greenberg, 1987; Wolcott & Buhr, 1987).
Approximately half of the trial statements were written negatively and
the other half positively. Edwards' (1957) 14 criteria for editing statements
were used in phrasing each trial statement (See Chapter 3, p. 86 for a complete
listing). As a result, an initial set of 156 trial statements were developed (See
Appendix C).104
Establishing Ouantitative Ratings for the Scale
Ratings in the form of a five-point Likert scale were assigned to each trial
statement. Response choices fell across a continuum ranging as follows: 'A" for
strongly disagree (1 point); "B" for disagree (2 pts.); "C" for unsure (3 pts.); "D"
for agree (4 pts.); and "F' for strongly agree (5 pts.). This coding was arranged
on the basis of advice from the university's computer center, so that the re-
sponses would conform to one of their computer answer forms. In this way, re-
sponses could be computer scored and data could be compiled onto a computer
disk in a format (ASCI) ready for statistical processing later. A General
Purpose Answer Sheet (See Appendix D) was added to the provisional scale
when it became ready for administration.
Submitting Trial Statements to Delphi Panel
The provisional 156-item writing self-efficacy scale was then evaluated
by a Delphi panel. Each panel member received formal instructions for
evaluating the trial statements, an explanation and definition of writing self-
efficacy, a listing of Edwards' 14 criteria (Edwards, 1957) for editing trial
statements, and the provisonal 156-item scale (See Appendix E). The trial scale
was redesigned with three additional columns, one on the left margin and two
columns on the right margin, in order to provide ease of evaluation. The Delphi
panel evaluated each respective trial statement by responding to whetheror not
writing self-efficacy and writing content were being addressed. They were
asked to return their scales within a six week period. All Delphi panel members
completed evaluations returning them within a period of eight weeks.
Upon receiving the responses from the Delphi panel members, tabula-
tions were made in terms of the level of agreement of writing self-efficacy and105
writing content for each item. Retaining a trial statement required seven out of
eight panel members agreeing that it met the criteria of "writing self-efficacy"
and "writing content" constraints. A goal to retain approximately 50 trial
statements was initially set. Seventy-seven trial statements from the initial 156
item pool, were retained on the first screening, indicating sufficient consensus
on a large number of trial statements and far exceeding the 50 item cut-off crite-
rion. There was no need to re-submit any additional statements to the Delphi
panel, as a sufficient number of statements, had been retained on the first
screening.
Two additional results were derived from the efforts of the Delphi panel.
Five of the eight panel members suggested that there might be confusion by the
vocabulary in the response option labeled "U" and defined as "you are not sure
how you feel; you are mostly undecided." They recommended that the words
"not sure" be retained and the word "undecided" be replaced by "unsure."
Secondly, a set of general information and demographic questions was initially
planned to be asked of subjects prior to taking the instrument. Some suggested
that such information be asked after the scale is completed by the subjectsso as
to rule out any reactions or biases that might be caused by responses to such
demographic questions.
Administering Provisional Scale to a Selected Group of ABE Students
Following consensus by the Delphi panel with respect to the 77 trial
statements, a first draft of the provisional writing self-efficacy scale was now
completed. Contact was made with ten community college administrators of re-
spective ABE programs, requesting their support and participation of staff in
administering the scale. A memorandum to the staff (See Appendix F), who106
volunteered to administer the scale, was mailed, giving specific details for ad-
ministration, including a definition of writing self-efficacy, and the provisional
77-item scale ( See Appendix C).
Nine hundred twenty-five (925) scales were initially sent during the first
weeks of the Winter term, 1993. A return time of approximately ten weekswas
requested, which was the end of the term. Phone calls were made toevery
community college during the sixth week to answer any questions and to de-
termine the status of the scale's administration. In some cases, admininistrators
or their designees apologized for not having scales completed. In some cases,
they had to be given extra encouragement. At least three phone calls resulted in
re-explaining the goal and purposes of this study, the reason for the scale, and
redefining self-efficacy. While some staff indicated their willingness to adminis-
ter the scales, their ultimate concern shifted to wanting results. In response, this
researcher suggested such early results would lack any degree of reliabilityor
validity. They appeared more willing to participate when they realized that all
community colleges within the state of Oregon were participating in this study,
and that a summary of the results would be disseminated following the study's
completion.
There existed examples of lack of follow-through and disinterest by
others. In one particular case, an entire set of scales (approximately 25)were re-
turned with a note from the instructor of a particular class indicating thatstu-
dents all opted not to complete the scale and that shewas returning the
materials. In calls to four colleges, which hadn't returnedany scales by week
eight, they consistently reiterated their open desire to participate, but they either
often simply forgot to administer the scale, or misplaced the scales. In such
cases, they asked for another set, resulting in extending the anticipated time for
return of scales. In several cases, administrators reported that they had107
difficulty getting staff to engage in the administration because staff, whowere
often part-time, didn't want to expend any additional time away from their
course or curricula. Other reactions and comments consisted of programs
undergoing staff changes, and the very real problem of waiting till the end of
the term when attendance rates become very sporadic, leaving less students to
participate in the scale than previously estimated.
Four hundred ninety scales (with three rejected due to improper comple-
tion), representing a return rate of 53%, were officially collected by the first
week of the Spring term, and included in the validation process. The range of
institutional responses was from 38% to 95%. Thirty-seven scales fromone
community college were too late to be included in the validation procedures.
Testing Trial Statements for Emotional Intensity
A pool of 490 scales with their respective 77 trial statements wereana-
lyzed according to procedures for validating test items in attitude scales. As
suggested by Shrigley & Koballa (1984) and Abdel-Gaid, et al. (1986), thesepro-
cedures consisted of choosing trial statements that exhibited emotional intensity
by respondents, a criterion for confirming the evaluative quality ofa Likert-type
scale. The procedure used to select a trial statement with emotional intensity
(Shrigley & Koballa, 1984) required the compilation of several statisticalproce-
dures and making three judgments before that item could be considered
retained in the scale.
Test for the Neutral Point. The first test examined the distribution of the
ratings of the respondents on each specific trial statement and whether the
spread of such responses occurred across the 5-point Likert scale in bothdirections with a low percent responding in the midpoint. Respondents who
indicated an "unsure" response, choosing the letter "C" among the choices
(See Appendix C), to a trial statement assumed a neutral stance, the inverse for
establishing emotional intensity. In other words, scores which tended toward
the middle or neutral point of a distribution were considered contrary to es-
tablishing emotional intensity. Shrigley and Koballa (1984) suggested that no
more than 25% of the total respondents should fall in the neutral or midpoint
range of the distribution. On this basis, a 25% cut-off was used for establish-
ing the midpoint criterion.
Table 1
Data for testing neutral point and bi-polar spread: frequency of responses.
mean, and standard deviation for item statement #10 of provisional scale
NumberMeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SD D U A SA
482 2.907 1.344 18 28 14 25 14
Code: SD=strongly disagree;D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=strongly agree
Table 1 shows trial statement #10 from the provisional scale (Appendix
G), "I believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from beinga
good writer." The data indicates that this trial statement is meeting the neutral
point criterion. Only 14% of the respondents noted uncertainty to this
particular trial statement. Because the 14% falls significantly below the 25% cut-
off criterion, it is said that this trial statement has met the neutral point criterion.109
But meeting this first criterion was only the first of three tests for evaluating the
trial statement's emotional intensity.
Test for Bi-polar Data. After looking at the concentration of responses at
the midpoint of the scale, the next analysis examined the extent to which data
generated by a selected group of subjects spread across, or even clustered at
both ends of the continuum. As suggested by Shrigley and Koballa (1984), if
emotional intensity is necessary to represent the attitude concept, in this case,
writing self-efficacy, scores from the subjects should spread across and even
cluster at both ends of the continuum. This is done by analyzing the mean and
standard deviation scores.
Each trial statement was analyzed to see if the mean scores fell between
2.5 to 3.5, and standard deviation scores ranged from 1.0 to 1.5 (Abdel-Gaid,
et al., 1986), the suggested criterion for meeting the test for bi-polar spread. The
data from the trial item, presented in Table 1 above, has a bi-polar distribution
with a mean score of 2.907, and a standard deviation of 1.344. These scores
suggested that the majority of subjects responded to this trial statement in ways
that reflected a normal distribution, and resulted in meeting the second criterion
for emotional intensity. Plotting the frequency of responses provided a more
vivid picture of spread across the continuum, as shown on the following page in
Figure 4. Responses were concentrated at both poles and few were neutral, thus
demonstrating evidence that the responses from the study group spread
propor- tionately across the continuum. At this point, the item statement was
be consid- ered evidencing emotional intensity, at least, with this particular
group of ABE students.
At this point, such a trial statement indicated it had passed the first two
tests of neutrality and bi-polar spread, and was thus demonstrating signs of110
showing evidence of emotional intensity. Nevertheless, some item statements
can show strong signs of bi-polar spread and still not be emotionally intense.
SD = Strongly Disagree
D = Disagree
U = Unsure
A =Agree
30 SA = Strongly Agree
Responses
Figure 4: Graphic depiction of percent responding on item statement #10,
meeting test for neutral point and bi-polar data.
Figure 5 shows item statement #73 (Appendix G), "I can expressmy ideas
in a sequence," with 35% responding at the neutral point, with responses quite
skewed in the agree categories. The mean score for the itemwas 3.264, within
the acceptable range of 2.5 to 3.5 for mean scores, but the standard deviation of
0.980 is slightly outside the range of 1.0 to 1.5. Generally item statements this
close to cut-off scores still demonstrate an emotionally intense item, except for
one factor, in this case. A closer examination of the data showed a clustering of
35% of the responses in the neutral zone. Aside from those responding in the
unsure category, twice as many, 45%, agreed than disagreed. This was con-
firmed statistically by the mean of 3.264. Only 21% scored in the disagree
categories for this item. Either respondents found this item statement difficult111
to understand and responded in the "unsure" category, as possiblyreflected by
potentially ambiguous words such as "sequence," or a greater percentage of
respondents in this group believed they couldn't readily perform this task. In
any case, the item was not reflective of emotional intensity,violated the neutral
point criterion, and was dropped from the scale.
SD=Strongly Disagree
D=Disagree
U=Unsure
40.A =Agree
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Cr,
20..
15..
10..
C)5,.
0.
SD D U A SA
Responses
Figure 5: Graphic depiction of high percentage of respondents scoring at the
neutral point for item statement #73.
Test for Discrimination. The final test for determining an item state-
ment's emotional intensity examined whether the trial statement was discrim-
inative. The data for trial statement #15 (See Appendix C), "When writing, I
lack confidence in correcting my errors," is shown on the next page in Table 2.
The data were bi-polar, spreading proportionately in both directions with
43% (12% + 31%) disagreeing and 40% (28%+ 12%) agreeing, with a neutral
response of 17%. The midpoint is 17%, significantly below the cut-off score of112
25%, and the mean of 2.978 falls almost exactly in the middle of therange of 2.5
to 3.5, with the standard deviation of 1.244, also halfway between the accepted
ranges of 1.0 to 1.5. Figure 6, shown on the following page, graphically rep-
resents the data for this item statement, showing an example of representational
spread and an emotionally intense item.
Table 2
Data for testing neutral point and bi-polar spread: frequency ofresponses,
mean, and standard deviation for item statement #15 of provisional scale
NumberMeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SD D U A SA
482 2.978 1.244 12 31 17 28 12
ICode: SD=strongly disagree; D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=stronglyagree
A confirming test for discrimination consisted in the analysis ofitem-
total correlations with t-test scores. Item-total correlations isa test that cor-
relates the respondent's score on a particular item with his/her totalscore.
T-tests compare the mean scores of two groups ofscorers. In this case, the top
scorers on the provisional scale were compared with the lowest scorers.
Raw scores were compiled for the top 27% and bottom 27%scorers, and
t-tests were conducted for each item statement and compared with the adjusted
item-total correlations. With respect to the t-scores, the greater thecontrast in
the two means for each item statement, themore likely that subjects with ef-
ficacious beliefs towards writing were scoring in theagree categories and those113
with inefficacious beliefs were scoring in the disagree categories.Because of the
nature of this item statement having being phrased negatively, thereverse
would be true. For the statistical analyses conducted throughoutphase one and
phase two of this study, a significance of p=.O5or less was the acceptable stan-
dard. With the item statement #15 (Appendix G), "When writing,I lack con
fidence in correcting my own errors," as depictedon the following page in
Table 3, a moderately large t-value of 13.55was obtained.
SD=Strongly Disagree
D=Disagree
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Figure 6: Graphic depiction of the percent respondingon item statement #15,
meeting test for neutral point and bi-polar spread.
A t-value of 13.55 indicated significant differences betweenthese two
groups, thus supporting the evidence that the respondents scoring in the lower
percentiles were actually responding differently andappropriately as were
those in the upper scoring range, anecessary requirement for a valid item.
Note that since this statement was worded negatively, 74%of low efficacious114
respondents were agreeing with this statement, while 81% of the highly effi-
cacious respondents were disagreeing with this statement.
Table 3
Profile of emotional intensity data for item #15 of provisional scale: frequencies
of upper and lower 27 percent, t-values, and item-total correlation
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
105 (Lower27%)2.161 1.001 4 7 13 51 23
108 (Upper 27%)3.963 0.937 27 54 9 8 2
F-Value
1.14
Prob.
.493
(PooledVariance Estimate)
T-Value
13.55
D/F
211
2-tail Prob.
.0001
Adj. Item-Totalr:0.5183 (n=396)
Code: SD=strongly disagree; D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=stronglyagree
When plotted graphically, the two groups should be represented bytwo
overlapping bell-shaped curves. Figure 7, shownon the following page, graphi-
cally represented two curves which overlap, showing respondents in thelower
27% as more prone to agree while those in theupper 27% were prone to dis-
agree (as the result of a negatively worded statement). The intensity of these
two curves should likewise be confirmed by appropriate t-testscores and item-
total correlations for this item statement.
To confirm the item's discriminative nature, the t-score comparing the
means of roughly half the group were compared to the item statement's
adjusted item-total correlation for the entire group studied. As noted by
Shrigiley and Koballa (1984), these two analyses provided final and confirming115
evidence of an item's emotional intensity. For the item statement in Table 3, the
adjusted item-total correlation of 0.5183 psychometrically reflectedan excellent
item.
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Figure 7: Graph profiling emotional intensity data: frequencies inupper and
lower 27 percent discriminating differently from each other.
Having met the criteria for neutrality and bi-polar spread, and witha
t-value of 13.55 and an adjusted item-total correlation of 0.5183 confirming its
discriminative index, such a trial statement was conditionally retainedon the
basis of having met the three tests for emotional intensity, characteristics that
lend credence to the evaluative quality of an item and its scale.
Item statement #24 (Appendix G), "I go through periods when I can't
think of a word to describe my ideas or thoughts," reflecteda poor item, for a
number of reasons. From simply a descriptive point of view, just aboutevery-
one could agree with this statement at one time or another. As shown on the
following page in Table 4, data for this item statement reflecting theentire116
group indicated very little ambiguity or uncertainty with this statement, with a
neutral point of 13%. It met the criterion for neutral data. On the other hand,
the bi-polar spread was substantially skewed, as reflected by 22% strongly
disagreeing and 48% disagreeing with this statement, for a combined total of
7O%. Respondents were answering in one direction, which demonstratedpoor
spread across the continuum, and poor support for emotional intensity.
Table 4
Profile depicting emotional intensity data for item #24 of provisional scale:
frequencies. t-value, and item-total correlation
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
105 (Lower 27%)1.923 0.87434 47 14 3 2
108 (Upper 27%)2.629 1.10711_J_47 18 19 5
F-Value
1.61
Prob.
.016
(Separate Variance Estimate)
T-Value
5.16
D/F
212
2-tail Prob.
.0001
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequencyof Responses in%
SDD U A SA
485 2.293 1.086 22 48 13 12 5
Adj. Item-Totali:0.2485
Code: SD=strongly disagree; D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=stronglyagree
This lack of spread should be shown by inadequate mean and standard
deviation scores being outside the criterion cut-offscores. The mean of 2.293
was definitely outside the recommended range. A score of 2.293 was repre-
sentative of a disagree response of 2 points on the scale. Theaverage response
fell under the category of disagree. The scoreswere not spreading like a normal117
distribution. Before totally rejecting this item,a discrimination test was still
required to fully support the probable poor prognosis about this item.
Comparing the means between the upper and lower 27% respectivelyre-
sulted in a t-value of 5.16, providing evidence that the twogroups were re-
sponding differently, which is what we wanted, but the analysis showed that
the lower scoring group was responding inappropriately. The item statement
was negatively worded, and therefore, the lower writing self-efficacy scorers
should have been agreeing with this statement. They didn't.
If left only to the interpretation of the t-values, these findings could be
misinterpreted and misleading at best. This was where the item-total correla-
tions for this test item gave direction towards a final decision regarding this
item's emotional intensity. The rather poor item-total correlation of 0.2485
(Shrigley & Koballa, 1986) provided confirming evidence for discarding this
item. Plotting it onto a graph revealed supporting evidence to reject this item
statement.
Figure 8, depicted on the following page, shows that both the high and
low efficacy respondents clustered at the same end. As pointed out by Shrigley
and Koballa (1984), a skewed distribution, and especially when the item-total
correlation is low, suggested that the item was approaching fact. Therewas atti-
tude intensity, but only in one direction; in this case, in the disagree direction.
In order to have emotional intensity, the item statement must have intensity of
responses in both directions of the continuum. Thus, this item failed to measure
up to two of the three tests for emotional intensity, and was rejected.
As a result of conducting the three-step procedure for ascertaining
emotional intensity, 48 of the 7'7 trial statements failed this procedure leaving 29
item-statements reflecting emotional intensity. The 29 item-statements would
not be subjected to further reliability and validity analyses. Data supporting the118
29 retained item statements and the 48 rejected items can be found in Appendix
H and I, respectively.
I SD= Strongly DisagreeI
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Figure 8: Graphic depiction of poor emotional intensity data: frequencies of
upper and lower 27 percent.
Testing for Homogeneity and Reliability
The next step in the validation process was retaining homogeneous
items, statements that measure a common attribute (Scott, 1960). Retaining
homogeneous items was used here as a further test for content validity (Abdel-
Gaid, et al., 1986). Several procedures were employed.
While item-total correlations were used to establish the validity ofan
item, it was also used to determine the homogeneity ofan item statement as
well. On the following page, Table 5 shows rather high adjusted item-total
correlations for each of the 29 retained item statements, ranging from 0.4151to
0.6568. Such a listing indicated that the 29 retained items potentially showed119
Table 5
Reliability matrix for 29-item writing self-efficacy scale: adjusted item-total
correlations and Cronbachts coefficient alpha, if item deleted
Item# Adjusted Alpha, if
Correlation Deleted
1 .5935 .9327
2 .4151 .9351
3 .5588 .9332
4 .5594 .9331
5 .5261 .9336
6 .5646 .9331
7 .5845 .9329
8 .6564 .9319
9 .6208 .9324
10 .4860 .9340
11 .5123 .9337
12 .5500 .9333
13 .6373 .9322
14 .5965 .9327
15 .6568 .9320
16 .5954 .9328
17 .5378 .9335
18 .5431 .9333
19 .5643 .9331
20 .5547 .9333
21 .4966 .9339
22 .4720 .9342
23 .4893 .9339
24 .5656 .9331
25 .6120 .9326
26 .6090 .9327
27 .5308 .9336
28 .6099 .9326
29 .5265 .9335120
both a moderate and positive association along a common construct. According
to some, (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Scott, 1960; Shrigley and Koballa, 1984), an
adequate correlation varies around 0.30 or higher. In spite of Henrysson's sug-
gestion (1963) that when adjusted item-total correlations were high, such items
were retained with no further testing, this researcher proceeded to follow
Abdel-Gaid's guidelines and conducted two additional procedures for establish-
ing evidence of homogeneity.
While a positive item-total correlation for each item was a necessary test
for homegeneous items, there have been instances when high item-total correla-
tions existed and the pooi of items were heterogeneous (Green, Lissitz, &
Mulaiks, 1977). To avoid making the assumption of homogeneity on the basis of
positive item-total correlations, Scott (1960) along with Abdel-Gaid (1986) sug-
gested that positive interitem correlations was the second major test for homo-
geneity. In this case, the interitem correlations were compiled, all of whichwere
positive, with 437 ABE students generating the following data: interitemcor-
relations ranged from 0.1171 to 0.6132 with an average of 0.3352. The final step
was the Cronbach alpha technique, from which a coefficient alpha score of
0.9353 was obtained, which indicated a significantly high level of reliability for
this entire scale. At this point, the scale demonstrated evidence of beingre-
liable and potentially measuring consistently the common attribute of writing
self-efficacy.
Testing Unidimensionality Using Factor Analysis
The data generated by 437 subjects on the 29-item scalewere subjected to
a principal components factor analysis. The eigenvalues, indicating the amount
of variance underlying all the variables associated with the identified factors,121
and their respective variances were collected. Table 6 indicates thelisting of
eigenvalues and variance for each of the first six factors. Factors retainedwere
those having eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The eigenvalue of 10.471 forFactor 1
shows that the proportion of variance explained by Factor 1 is 10.471divided by
the number of item statements, 29, resulting in 36.1%. Thismeans that one-
third of the variance in this newly revised scalewas accounted for by Factor 1.
Factor 2 represented 7%/with the accumulated four factors representing 50.9%
of the variance across the entire scale.
Table 6
Principal components factor analysis: eigenvalues.percent, and cumulative
percentage of variance of six factors of 29-item writing self-efficacy scale
Factor Eigenvalues %of Variance Cumulative %-age
1 10.471 36.1 36.1
2 2.029 7.0 43.1
3 1.166 4.0 47.1
4 1.099 3.8 50.9
5 0.908 3.1 54.0
6 0.891 3.1 57.1
Also contained in this first extractionare the factor loadings. A factor
loading is the correlation of a variable witha factor. In Table 7 on the following
page, all 29 item statements correlated highly with Factor 1, with correlations
ranging from .445 to .691. For example, trialstatement #1 on the revised scale122
Table 7
Non-rotated factor matrix: factor loadings of each item statementon the four
factors with eigenvalues equal to or greater than one
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .63171 .21694 -.21022 -.03954
2 .44586 .46257 .33971 -.17954
3 .59220 .26595 .02007 .05547
4 .60347 -.40147 .08151 -.23257
5 .55676 .39913 .29720 -.01207
6 .60236 .05806 -.13400 -.30056
7 .62959 -.30842 .14148 .24409
8 .69148 .08001 -.23294 -.14529
9 .66198 -.08599 -.22013 -.14404
10 .52866 -.24668 .27577 .35318
11 .55071 -.21810 .33026 -.23825
12 .59577 -.33711 -.07760 .02607
13 .67206 .23418 -.14693 -.02903
14 .63377 .22921 -.11866 .06243
15 .69139 .07404 .01503 -.14828
16 .63827 -.27545 .06116 .11380
17 .57397 .23237 .01054 .02752
18 .57360 .38882 .28440 .00592
19 .60235 .18645 -.12502 .10419
20 .59060 .15515 -.11050 -.18400
21 .54495 -.37304 -.03049 .18116
22 .50725 -.01480 .54184 .03196
23 .52890 .17821 -.31475 .24632
24 .60188 .27544 -.05120 .24109
25 .65663 -.34799 -.02818 .01180
26 .65362 -.31570 -.00162 .22716
27 .57329 -.22374 -.12550 -.36770
28 .65002 .08076 -.13492 .27087
29 .56658 -.25691 -.02474 -.27669
(Appendix J), "I am capable of writing good essays," hasa factor loading of
.63171, which means that 37.9% of the variance (.63 squared) in thisstatement
was somewhat accounted for by Factor 1. A favorable loading in this studywas123
considered 0.45 and higher (Comery, 1973; Rummel, 1970). While item #2 might
be considered marginal, all the item statements could be perceivedas loading
quite strongly on Factor 1, and thereby be demonstrating some degree of unidi-
mensionality. This was not the case when examining the correlationson the other
three factors. Some loadings represented a negative correlation,as item #1
show-ed a -0.21022 with Factor 3. Other items simply showeda rather poor
correlation, as did item #3 of 0.05547 with Factor 4. A complete factor analysis,
though, re-quired a second procedure.
To further analyze the factor loadings, a varimax orthogonal rotationwas
used. Rotating the factors was conducted to providemore in-depth analysis of
the item loadings (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986; Ford, et al., 1986; Hedderson &
Fisher, 1993; Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987). Following Kim and Mueller's (1978)
recommend-ation to rotate those factors with eigenvalues greater thanone, four
factors were rotated. A scree test, suggested by Cattell (1965),was also used.
This test con-
sisted in the plotting of the eigenvalues on a graph, choosing those factorsat the
point where they level off towards a straight and almost horizontal line,as
shown in Figure 9 on the following page. This test confirmed rotatingon four
factors. The statistical program, SPSS, defaulted to four factors, thus confirming
the reading of the scree test.
The orthogonal rotation was used, since therewas no clear indication as to
whether the factors were truly distinct and unassociated withone another
(Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986; Hedderson & Fisher, 1993). The varimax rotationwas
used based on its usefulness with orthogonally rotated factors (Comery,1973).
Two criteria were used to assign a trial statementon the writing self-
efficacy scale to a factor: a) a factor loading of 0.45or higher on one factor;
b) a factor loading of 0.45 or lower on the other three factors. The higherthe124
factor loadings the greater overlapping of true variance between the factor and
the attitude statement. Rummel (1970), Comery (1973), and Abdel-Gaid, et al.,
(1986) rated the following orthogonal factor loadings, as follows: 0.71= ex-
cellent, 0.63 = very good, 0.55 = good, 0.45 = fair, 0.32= poor. Interpretation of
the correlations were based on the above criteria.
Factors
Figure 9: Graphic representation of scree test for the 29-item writing self-
efficacy scale: factors and eigenvalues.
Table 8, shown on the following page, indicates the varimax rotation for
the 29-item scale. Of the 29 items, 27 items met the criteria for factor loading
and interpretation. Ten trial statements, 1, 3,9, 12, 14, 18, 20, 22, 24, and26
loaded on Factor 1. It was quite difficult to classify these itemstatements into a
descriptor. In this initial stage, it seemed rather premature and unacceptable
yet necessary to classify the items as general writing for the descriptor of this
first factor, namely Factor I (See Appendix K).125
Table 8
Varimax orthogonal factor rotation resulting in the 29-item statements' loadings
on four factors
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .58419 .10449 .32903 .17727
2 .26754 -.07454 .14827 .67917
3 .49810 .16092 .16890 .34985
4 .03415 .47200 .58637 .13531
5 .37910 .09565 .10180 .62812
6 .22522 .67946 .18623 .15457
7 .35847 .08290 .54871 .19542
8 .16377 .67821 .00198 .23310
9 .52605 .16478 .48775 .13471
10 .41698 .26163 .51909 .05510
11 .23142 .51393 .39696 -.00562
12 .58782 .13572 .32171 .24797
13 .24579 .57600 .30025 .13276
14 .57829 .17279 .22636 .23805
15 .20999 .60161 .25080 -.03091
16 .39649 .11654 .10217 .61636
17 .02488 .42593 .11256 .59785
18 .55482 .20386 .19234 .19417
19 .23177 .55776 .43081 .05270
20 .60764 .23389 .04202 .27050
21 .30467 .65018 .24656 .05092
22 .68593 .24324 .01156 -.02643
23 .16961 .21896 .66943 .06946
24 .58977 .37761 .12022 .12551
25 .12672 .30927 .58255 .11485
26 .46559 .15696 .19380 .32457
27 -.03405 .38886 .45458 .39822
28 .39336 .23249 .43641 .32631
29 .42802 .07766 .41743 .23554
Eight items, 4, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15, 19, and 21 loadedon Factor 2. This factor
appeared to fall into the category of idea and sentence generation (For details,
see Appendix K). Seven items, 4, 7,9, 10, 23, 25, and 27 loaded on Factor 3 fell126
into a categorical description of paragraph/story generation. This descriptor
was regarded as tentative, as was the first factor descriptor. Lastly, four items,
2, 5, 16, and 17 fell into Factor 4. Initially, a decision to label this factor as
editing/revising was made. After further review, the statements appeared to
more appropriately fit the description of product elements of writing and even
error detection. Again, the category of editing/revising was maintained, but
with reservation. Two items did not load. Item #28 (Appendix K), "Iam not
confident in using a variety of words," had the highest loadingon Factor 3 of
.4364, but did not meet the cut-off criterion. Item #29 (Appendix K), "When
asked to write I get nervous," had as its the highest loading on Factor 1 of .4280
and was therefore rejected on the basis of not meeting a factor loading of 0.45
with any of the four factors. Two items loaded on more thanone item. Item #4
loaded on Factors 2 and 3 respectively, while item #9 loadedon Factors 1 and 3
respectively. Because a decision was made to conduct a second factor analysis,
interpretation of these multiple loadings were sustained.
A second factor analysis was conducted on the revised 27 item scale.
Prior to rotation, the factor matrix for the 27 item statements showed similar
factor loadings as did the 29 item scale. The initial non-rotated factor loadings
exhibited correlations having the same range as the first factor analysis, from
0.442 to 0.692 on the first factor. Further analysis indicated that four factors,
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were to be rotated again. The four factors
represented 51.5 % of the variance, asshown on the following page in Table 9,
only 0.6% increase than in the previous analysis. Furthermore, the itemscon-
tinued to load on four factors, indicating preliminary signs of scale consistency.
To confirm rotating on four factors, a scree test, shownon the following page in
Figure 10, was plotted.127
Table 9
Principal components factor analysis: eigenvalues. percent, and cumulative
percentage of variance of six factors of 27-item writing self-efficacy scale
Factor Eigenvalues %of Variance Cumulative %-age
1 9.671 35.8 35.8
2 2.005 7.4 43.2
3 1.162 4.3 47.6
4 1.077 4.0 51.5
5 0.874 3.2 54.8
6 0.858 3.2 58.0
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Figure 10: Graphic representation of scree test for the 27-item self-efficacy scale:
factors and eigenvalues.128
A varimax rotation was completed, as shown in Table 10. Of the 27
items, all 27 items met the criteria for factor loading (equal to or greater than
0.45) with loading on the same factors as presented in the 29-item factor analysis
(Appendix L). A repeat test for reliability, using Cronbachts alpha and item-
Table 10
Varimax orthogonal factor rotation showing factor loadings of the 27-item
statements on four factors
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .57051 .03672 .40127 .21001
2 .24834 -.08877 .16288 .69484
3 .48206 .15838 .18126 .36931
4 ..02349 .45317 .59995 .14037
5 .36460 .09821 .10427 .63647
6 .22572 .67134 .21890 .14227
7 .33997 .06095 .55122 .22309
8 .16549 .68770 .02716 .21568
9 .51183 .11911 .52727 .16548
10 .40519 .22546 .54617 .07628
11 .22724 .47469 .44720 .00215
12 .57805 .10464 .34690 .26621
13 .24493 .54140 .35217 .13079
14 .57485 .14696 .25081 .24699
15 .21539 .58959 .27121 -.04775
16 .38745 .12723 .09230 .61727
17 .00866 .45292 .10677 .59057
18 .55073 .21130 .18573 .20624
19 .22983 .51372 .48087 .05682
20 .60412 .24367 .04367 .27776
21 .30899 .62537 .29094 .04618
22 .69533 .23143 .03497 -.01995
23 .16324 .19486 .66782 .08230
24 .59049 .37398 .13619 .12604
25 .12361 .31795 .55266 .11397
26 .45013 .18864 .16478 .34140
27 -.04366 .36387 .47933 .39602129
total correlations were further conducted. The scaled down 27 item instrument
generated the following data: (a) interitem correlations ranged from .1162to
.6136 with an average of .3305, (b) adjusted item-total correlations ranged from
.4105 to .6538, and (c) the coefficient alpha was .9294. These results indicated
that the instrument was remaining stable and reliable.
While most of the loadings increased by slight margins, 4-item
statements had multiple loadings (Appendix L). Item #4 and #9 respectively
loaded in the same manner as in the first factor analysis of the 29-item scale (See
Appendix K). Item #17 (Appendix L), "When I revise my paragraphs, Iam
confident in finding my spelling and punctuation errors," having loadedon
Factor 4 previously, also loaded on Factor 2, idea and sentence generation. This
statement did not seem to be logically related to the factor descriptor.
Similarly, item #19 (Appendix L), "I am confident that Ican write stories
that express my ideas," loaded on Factor 2 as previously, but also loadedon
Factor 3, paragraph/story generation, appearing to beas good as a match as
Factor 2, idea and sentence generation. Since the focus of effortwas on elim-
inating any items that had poor loadings, rather thanon those that had multiple
loadings, the focus was turned to two other items.
Two item statements were further examined due to their marginal factor
loadings and their rather obscure match with the factor descriptors. Item #27
(Appendix L), "I am able to use the correct subjects and verbsto make sentences,
when I write," had the lowest loading on Factor 3 of 0.4793. The item would
appear to more likely fall under factor 2, idea and sentence generation, but the
load was only 0.3638. Item #26 (Appendix L), "When I have troublegetting
ideas to write about, I tend to get frustrated and give up.") hada marginal
loading on Factor 1 of .4501. This item, likewise, appearedto be better matched
with Factor 2, idea and sentence generation, but it loaded at 0.1886. Therefore,130
because of the personal need to keep the scale limited to the least number of
items, and due to the ambiguity and marginality of these two items, both were
dropped from the scale.
Having reduced the scale now to a 25-item instrument, conducting a final
factor analysis with similar and consistent results became the final task. Factor
loadings for the revised 25-items, prior to rotation, remained within thesame
range as the first and second factor analyses, from .440 to .698. In this analysis,
as shown in Table 11, the cumulative percentage of variance had increased to
52.7%. Four factors, with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were again rotated, and
confirmed by a scree test, as shown on the following page in Figure 11. This
increased percent of variance is important in that four factors were consistently
explaining a substantial part (52.7%) of the construct that was being validated,
namely, writing self-efficacy.
Table 11
Principal components factor analysis: eigenvalues. percent. and cumulative
percentage of variance of six factors of 25-item writing self-efficacy scale
Factor Eigenvalues %of Variance Cumulative %-age
1 9.058 36.2 36.2
2 1.950 7.8 44.0
3 1.127 4.5 48.5
4 1.028 4.1 52.7
5 0.868 3.5 56.1
6 0.822 3.3 59.4131
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Figure 11: Graphic representation of scree test for the 25-item writing self-
efficacy scale: factors and eigenvalues.
On the following page, Table 12 shows the varimax rotation. All 25
items met the criteria with factor loadings ranging from .4785 to .7157, with 20
of the 25 items falling above a .55 loading, ratedas "good" to "excellent." The
same items, #4,9, 17, and 19, continued to have the same multiple loadingsas in
the previous factor analysis. A repeat test for reliability, using Cronbach'salpha
and item-total correlations were conducted. The scaled down 25-iteminstru-
ment, with its four factors (See Appendix M), generated the following data:
(a) interitem correlations ranged from .1170 to .6156 withan average of .3325,
(b) adjusted item-total correlations ranged from .4060 to .6570, and(c) the
coefficient alpha was 0.9249. These results reflected the continuedconsistency
of this instrument.
The 25 items have demonstrated evidence of validity,as shown by the
tests for emotional intensity. In addition, reliability and homogeneitytests have132
Table 12
Varimax orthogonal factor rotation showing factor loadings of the 25-item
statements on four factors
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .57673 .04587 .39222 .23523
2 .22307 -.06713 .15551 .71576
3 .47858 .17132 .18160 .36636
4 .00162 .45784 .60554 .11332
5 .29361 .11494 .13426 .70166
6 .22217 .67703 .21714 .13244
7 .29886 .06445 .57626 .24519
8 .18464 .69440 .01262 .17854
9 .47293 .12637 .54881 .20765
10 .37062 .22991 .56707 .09985
11 .21887 .47860 .43848 .01371
12 .57971 .11310 .34034 .28508
13 .22374 .54362 .34673 .15901
14 .61298 .15494 .22236 .22840
15 .20556 .59069 .27217 -.02592
16 .34915 .13959 .10836 .62964
17 -.03594 .46654 .11178 .60288
18 .51098 .21155 .22352 .22952
19 .19209 .51450 .50241 .06236
20 .57879 .24597 .06361 .31625
21 .26473 .62549 .32195 .05980
22 .69988 .22773 .05117 -.01188
23 .15320 .19989 .66076 .08432
24 .59383 .37394 .13484 .14515
25 .07127 .32497 .57523 .12867
cited. The result was a 25-item writing self-efficacy scale that showed evidence
of evaluative quality. It was difficult to judge the scaleas being strongly imidi
-mensional. The scale clustered on four factors, rather thanon one factor as was
initially anticipated. Whether these factors compriseone dimension requires
further sampling and analysis. The second phase aimedat confirming evidence133
for the validity and reliability of this 25-item writing self-efficacy scale and its
unidimensionality.
Phase 2: Testing the Scale's Reliability and Validity
Submitting Scale to a Second Selected Group of ABE Students
Having completed the initial procedure in the construction and valida-
tion of the provisional writing self-efficacy scale, the newly revised 25-item
writing self-efficacy scale was then administered to 239 adult basic education
students from the remaining six community colleges in Oregon. The 239 stu-
dents represented roughly 9.5 times the number of items which was consistent
with the recommended 10 times the number of trial statements, a standard rec-
ommended by Crano & Brewer (1973) for validating scales. In order to provide
further evidence of the scale's reliability and validity, similar procedures for the
scale's administration were followed from the scale's first administration.
Testing for Continued Validity and Reliability
As performed in Phase 1, each trial statement was analyzed for its
emotional intensity and evaluative quality, necessitating the three tests of neu-
tral data (using the 25% as a cut-off score), bi-polarity (with the mean between
2.5-3.5 and the standard deviation between 1.0-1.5), and discrimination
(comparing t-scores with item-total correlations). Frequencies were compiled
for the 25 item statements, their percentage scores for each of the five possible
responses across the 5-point Likert-type scale, and the means and standard
deviations, respectively.134
As a result, 17 of the item statements from the newly revised 25-item
writing self-efficacy scale easily met the criteria for neutral data, bi-polar spread,
and discrimination, the essential tests for emotional intensity fora valid item.
With this subsample, six trial items marginally met the above criteria and
required a more in-depth analysis to determine whether each respective item
statement was demonstrating emotional intensity. Item #2 (Appendix J), "I
believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from beinga good
writer," met the test for neutrality with 11% scoring at the midpoint. Table 13
shows the mean of 2.899 and a standard deviation of 1.292 (n=238), both of
Table 13
Profile of emotional intensity data for item #2 of revised 25-item writing self:
efficacy scale: frequencies. t-value. and item-total correlation
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
56 (Lower27%) 2.500 1.293 8 17 6 43 25
61(Upper27%) 3.213 1.318 1442 8 22 13
F-Value
1.04
Prob.
.890
(PooledVariance Estimate)
T-Value
2.95
D/F
115
2-tail Prob.
.004
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
238 2.899 1.292 14 35 11 28 12
Adj. Item-Total i.:0.2060
Code: SD=strongly disagree; D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=stronglyagree
which were within the criteria ranges and thus providedsupport for a bi-polar
spread across the continuum, shown on the followingpage in Figure 12.135
The test for discrimination warranted the need for further review of this
item. A moderately small t-value of 2.95 indicated that the twogroups, namely
the upper 27% (n=61) and the lower 27% (n56) were scoring differently and
appropriately. Nevertheless, the rather small t-score caused concern andre-
quired a more careful look at the item-total correlations.
If the t-test was rather moderate, one would conjecture that the item-total
correlation would be moderate as well, adding further to the concern about this
item's ability to discriminate. The adjusted item-total correlation was 0.2060, the
lowest adjusted coefficient among the other 24 items in the scale, but still
SD = Strongly DisagreeI
D = Disagree
U =Unsure
45. A =Agree
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Figure 12: Graphic depiction of emotional intensity data for item #2:
frequencies of upper and lower 27 percent of respondents.
positive (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986) and acceptable. With this item, itwas argued
that content validity was still being achieved, even when the item-totalcor-
relation was low (Lemke & Wiersma,1976). In conclusion, while this item's136
statistical measures, taken collectively, would continue to argue for having met
the tests for emotionally intensity, it warranted continued observation.
Four other item statements, # 3, 8, 13, and 21, had neutral/midpointper-
centages above the cut-off score of 25%, ranging from 27% to as high as 32%. In
every case, the other criteria for emotional intensity were met. Each item fell
within the ranges for means and standard deviations, indicating appropriate bi-
polar spreads. T-values ranged from 7.96 to 14.55 and adjusted item-total
correlations were positive and moderately high, ranging from 0.4641 to 0.6977.
Such findings confirmed evidence of emotional intensity, thus adding credence
to the evaluative quality of the scale.
Lastly, item statement #15 (Appendix J), "I am capable of writing a com
position that tells a story," met the midpoint criterion with 21% in the neutral
range, but the mean for the subsample (n239) was marginally outside the cut-
off of 3.5, with a 3.611, as shown on the following page in Table 14. A standard
deviation of 1.109 fell within criterion. Initially, the mean of 3.611 causedcon-
cern that the the majority of the respondents were answering more intensively
in the "agree" part of the continuum, thus jeopardizing both spread and discrim-
ination tests for emotional intensity.
A depiction of the spread, presented graphically and shown below in
Figure 13, aided in examining this item's emotional intensity with theserespon-
dents. Figure 13 showed a rather skewed set of responses. Theupper 27% ap-
pear to be responding as expected, with an overwhelmingly high percentage
agreeing with this item. The lower 27% scorers showed a considerably high
percentage being unsure about how they feel about this item, thus skewing their
respective spread. This set of responses supports the reason for the slightly
high mean of 3.611. The item shows two overlappingcurves, skewed signifi-
cantly to the right.137
Table 14
Profile of emotional intensity data for item #15 of revised 25-item writingself:
efficacy scale: frequencies. t-values, and item-total correlation
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
56 (Lower 27%) 3.071 1.234 14 14 3327 11
61 (Upper 27%) 4.393 0.714 2 0 4 48 46
F-Value
2.99
Prob.
.000
(Separate Variance Estimate)
T-Value
7.01
D/F
86.5
2-tail Prob.
.0001
Number MeanStd. Dev.
Frequency of Responses in%
SDD U A SA
239 3.611 1.109 7 8 21 44 20
Adj. Item-Total :0.4246
[ Code: SD=strongly disagree; D=disagree; U=unsure; A=agree; SA=stronglyagree
Further analysis revealed a respectable t-testscore of 7.01 with signifi-
cance at the p=.0001 level, confirming the evidence shown on the following
page in Figure 13 that the two groups were responding differently, with the
lower 27% respond-ing somewhat inappropriately. In other words,the
concentration of neutral responses skewed the spreadacross the continuum. In
this case, the F-value of 2.99 with significance of p=.000i providedevidence that
the two groups were responding so differently thata separate variance estimate
for determining the t-value was compiled, rather than pooling thetwo group
means together, as is normally the case.
But the analysis was not complete until compared with the item-total
correlation. The positive item-total correlation (where itemscores for all sub-
jects were compared to the subjects' total test scores) of 0.4246was equally138
respectable, and taken together with the moderate t-value of 7.01, would indi-
cate that the item was at least marginally discriminating (Shrigley and Koballa,
1984; Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986) and marginally emotionally intense. In conclu-
sion, the item was retained, but was also included with item #2 as suspect and
needing further study.
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Figure 13: Graphic depiction of emotional intensity data for item #15 of revised
25-item writing self-efficacy scale: frequencies of lower andupper 27 percent of
respondents.
The items reviewed above provided clear examples of the importance of
several procedures inascertainingan item statement's emotional intensity and
increased evidence for continuing validity testing with additional subsamples.
This particular respondent group was smaller and therefore susceptible to
changes that only reflected itself. It reinforced the need for both qualitative and
quantitative decisions in retaining items. Simply one testwas not sufficient.
Simply adhering to strict criteria was not enough. This analysis supported the139
need for both qualitative and quantitative decisions for determining a scale's
and its item's evaluative quality.
Just as item-total correlations were compiled and used to confirm the
premise that a particular item was discriminative, so also was it used to deter-
mine whether item statements were homogeneous and measuring a common
attribute. Retaining homogeneous items provided further support for evidence
of content validity (Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986).
To confirm that the 25-item statements were homogenous, as was
demonstrated in the first phase, an analysis of each item's adjusted item-total
correlation, interitem correlations, and a reliability coefficient for the scale were
compiled (Henrysson, 1963; Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986). The adjusted item-total
cor- relations for each respective item are shown in Table 15. Adjusted item-
total correlations were all positive, and ranging from 0.3271 to 0.6977, with but
one exception, namely, item #2 with anadjusted item-total correlation of 0.2060.
Abdel-Gaid, et al., (1986) have suggested that a meaningful correlation issome-
what arbitrary, but that they commonly vary from approximately 0.30. A rela-
tively low item-total correlation does not mean it is failing to demonstrate ho-
mogeneity, nor is it failing to support the content validity of the scale (Lemke &
Wiersma, 1976). Two more analyses were needed before sucha determination
could be made.
To avoid making the assumption of homogeneity on the basis of positive
item-total correlations, a correlation matrix was' performed and each item
statement was examined for positive interitem correlations, the confirming test
for homogeneity (Scott, 1960). Once again, item #2 (Appendix J), "1 believe that
errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from being a good writer," showed
the only negative interitem correlation of -0.0256 with item statement #11
(Appendix J), "I am confident in arguing and defendingmy ideas in writing."140
The interitem correlations and a reliability measure for the entire scalewere
compiled, with 221 ABE students generating the following data: interitem
correlations ranged from -0.0256 to 0.5973 with an average of 0.2978, anda
Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.9130. A review of this itemts profile required
additional scrutiny and careful analysis as evidence of its validity.
Table 15
Reliability matrix for 25-item writing self-efficacy scale: adjusted item-total
correlations and CronbacWs coefficient alpha. if item deleted
Item# Adjusted Alpha, if
CorrelationDeleted
1 .5681 .9087
2 .2060 .9160
3 .4641 .9127
4 .5665 .9127
5 .3516 .9127
6 .6085 .9081
7 .4927 .9102
8 .5794 .9089
9 .5994 .9080
10 .5387 .9093
11 .4910 .9102
12 .5937 .9082
13 .5696 .9088
14 .4554 .9108
15 .4246 .9113
16 .3271 .9132
17 .3469 .9128
18 .6115 .9079
19 .6091 .9080
20 .5376 .9093
21 .6977 .9064
22 .5999 .9082
23 .5888 .9082
24 .5961 .9082
25 .6119 .9078141
The interitem correlations continued to show a positive mean of 0.2978,
but concern still remained with item #2 and its negative interitem correlation,
which ran contrary to the parameters set for establishing homogeneity for test
items (Scott, 1960). The concern here was not so much on the reliability of this
scale, which had a very acceptable Cronbach coefficient alpha of 0.9130. While
the earlier concern was on its emotional intensity, item #2 was now negatively
correlating with another item statement of the scale. The existence of this neg-
ative correlation with another item statement further questioned the item's ho-
mogeneous nature with regard to the other item statements and the reliability of
the scale in general.
To further study this item, a decision was made to provide a comparison
analysis as if item #2 were eliminated from the scale. On the following page,
Table 16 shows the results. If item #2 were deleted, there would be a slight
increase in the strength of the item-total correlations, ranging from 0.3 188-
0.7042, compared to the range of 0.2060-0.6977. This would mean that the items
were relating more homogenously, but the difference here was not over-
whelming.
A comparison was made between the two interitem correlational matri-
ces. If the item were deleted, the correlation matrix revealed higher positive co-
efficients across all the items, ranging from 0.2060 to 0.6977 for item #2 retained,
and 0.3188 to 0.7042 if the item were rejected. The necessity for positive inter-
item correlations would be established with coefficients ranging from 0.0686 to
0.5973 if the item were rejected. The Cronbach coefficient alpha did not gain
significantly, from 0.9130 to 0.9160, even if the item were deleted.
At this point, the scale continued to demonstrate evidence of adequate
reliability, and at least 24 items showed evidence of being valid and homo-
genous. Item #2 remained under scrutiny of the researcher.142
Table 16
Analysis of item #2: changes in item-total and interitem correlations and alpha
coefficient
If item retained If item deleted
(25-item scale) (24-item scale)
Item-Total Correlations:
0.2060 -- Adusted r:
Range 0.2060-0.6977 0.3188-0.7042
Negativer'swith... #11=-0.0256 none
Interitem Correlations:
Range -0.0256-0.5973 0.0686-0.5973
Mean 0.2978 0.3132
Alpha: 0.9130 0.9160
Testing Unidimensionalitv Using Factor Analysis
A principal components factor analysis was conducted with data gener-
ated from 239 subjects in the second factor analysis of the 25-item writing self-
efficacy scale. The results of this factor analysis were compared to that of the
first phase, and examined for consistency of data. The results of the following
analysis are provided in the form of matrices.
Table 17 shows the results of the factor matrix, prior to rotation, indicat-
ing the loadings of each variable on the four respective factors. As in phase one,
the majority of items, 17 out of 25 items, showed factor loadings of 0.55 and143
higher on Factor 1. Such loadings are considered good to very good ratings
(Comeiy, 1973; Rummel, 1970), and this fact continued to offer support for evi-
dence of unidimensionality.
Table 17
Non-rotated factor matrix: second analysis of the four factor loadings of the 25=
item statements
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .63585 -.36198 .15967 .04048
2 .21027 .51487 .31752 .52120
3 .52073 -.28657 .30915 .19962
4 .62747 -.27136 .10597 .08225
5 .35917 .55608 .27657 .14415
6 .66611 .00512 -.13683 -.14935
7 .53557 .17692 -.09179 .31029
8 .62889 -.09609 .27141 .04680
9 .65704 -.00470 -.33177 .21153
10 .58671 .17478 -.17214 -.21505
11 .55265 -.16930 .18768 -.44505
12 .64016 .10571 -.23511 .07466
13 .62352 -.06913 .17187 -.10876
14 .49181 .28887 -.12961 .13089
15 .48206 -.30457 .24867 .09543
16 .34249 .49479 .19748 -.33586
17 .36388 .42082 .44564 -.33673
18 .65849 .11161 -.12681 -.03190
19 .67559 -.32833 -.03497 .02076
20 .58874 .15922 -.21060 .01486
21 .74748 -.08169 .07921 -.05965
22 .65150 .11679 -.34088 -.10990
23 .65067 -.15830 -.06036 .10810
24 .64817 .16134 -.41039 -.08652
25 .66705 -.15951 .21973 .06255
As in the first phase, all 25-item statements rotated on four factors, based
on eigenvalues greater than one, as seen on the following page in Table 18. As144
can be seen from this table, 51% of the variance in this scale was explained by
four factors, with Factor 1 explaining almost 34% of this total. This compared
favorably with the first factor analysis with 52.7% of the variance explained by
the four factors.
Table 18
Data for varimax rotation of four factors: eigenvalues, percents. and cumulative
percentage of variance
Factor Eigenvalues %of Variance Cumulative %-age
1 8.480 33.9 33.9
2 1.817 7.3 41.2
3 1.390 5.6 46.8
4 1.060 4.2 51.0
Upon further analysis of the varimax othogonal rotation, the 25-item
scale loaded quite differently than in the first phase. Table 19 depicted the
varimax rotation. Unlike the factor analysis in phase one, none of the items
loaded on more than one item. As seen in phase one, the same cut-off criterion
of 0.45 was used for factor loading. Ten item statements loaded on Factor 1,
general writing self-efficacy. Seven of the ten items, #9, 12, 14, 18, 20, 22, and 24,
were the same variables from the provisional scale that loaded on Factor 1 in
phase one. Items #7 and #10 had previously loaded on Factor 3, paragraph!
story generation in the first phase; item #6 had originally loaded on Factor 2,
idea and sentence generation.145
Eleven items loaded on Factor 2, idea and sentence generation, seven of
which were the same as in phase one, namely, items #4, 8, 11, 13, 15, 19, and 21.
Items #1 and 3, respectively, had originally loaded on Factor 1 in phase one,
with item #23 and #25 having loaded earlier on Factor 3, paragraph/story
generation.
Table 19
Varimax orthogonal factor rotation showing the four factor loadings of the 25:
item writing self-efficacy scale
Item# Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 .23727 .70983 .02762 -.03930
2 .04398 .05242 .12455 .81338
3 .07166 .67808 .00037 .15418
4 .28992 .63265 .01950 .02500
5 .19082 .05999 .41691 .56716
6 .55444 .35784 .21395 -.05948
7 .46821 .25142 -.01600 .37437
8 .22106 .60248 .21184 .15447
9 .67305 .31575 -.12466 .13526
10 .56692 .18217 .30827 -.03229
11 .21672 .49269 .44171 -.28732
12 .62473 .26664 .06441 .12764
13 .29488 .51797 .28137 .02242
14 .49468 .11705 .13223 .28874
15 .08395 .62192 .02186 .04208
16 .22685 -.01353 .66299 .15071
17 .05343 .15608 .74676 .19135
18 .56642 .31074 .19378 .09061
19 .40643 .62582 -.02224 -.09244
20 .58684 .20485 .12984 .11548
21 .43943 .57187 .23163 .03814
22 .71088 .19586 .14649 -.03464
23 .44691 .51042 -.01049 .05825
24 .76672 .13930 .12071 -.01487
25 .26681 .64320 .15437 .11781The major differences, displayed in this second phase, centered on Factor
3.Only two items loaded on Factor 3, paragraph/story generation. None of
the original items (#4, 7, 9, 10, 23, 25) loaded on this factor. Instead, only items
#16 and 17, respectively, which loaded on Factor 4 previously, loaded on this
factor. This left two of the initial four item statements loading on Factor 4, items
#2and#5.
The results of this factor analysis indicated that a majority of items con-
tinued to load in a similar manner, and on the first two factors. Fourteen of the
original statements in the factor analysis, conducted in phase one, consistently
loaded on Factors 1 and 2 in this second phase. Seven item statements loaded
differently, compared to phase one, but again on Factors 1 and 2, as presented
on the following page in Table 20. This means that 21 out of the 25 item state-
ments loaded on two factors. Only four item statements loaded outside of the
general writing self-efficacy and idea/sentence generation factors, two on
Factor 3 andtwoon Factor 4.
One of the results of this second phase caused the researcher to question
the initial chce of the descriptors identified for the factors. In further analysis
of the items themselves (See Appendix N), the item statements in Factor 1were
presented negatively, the lack of belief and confidence, the inefficacious ability
to write. The items describe the range of writing experiences that often reflect
the beginning writing course, from pre-writing skills, such as organizing ideas,
to writing a sentence, to finally writing an essay or story. A more appropriate
descriptor might be introductory or basic writing skills: sentence generation.
On the other hand, the item statements that loaded on Factor 2 were pre-
sented in a positive manner, and reflected more of an intermediate level of in-
struction, with emphasis on process and purpose. The range of content ex-
tended from idea generation, to supporting ideas, to a completed composition.147
A more appropriate descriptor might have been called intermediate writing
skills: process and purpose.
Table 20
Comparison of item loadings derived from two factor analyses
Items #s Factors
From To
*9, 12, 14, 18, 20, 22,
24
1 1
*4, 8, 11, 13, 15, 19,
21
2 2
6 2 1
7,10 3 1
1,3 1 2
23,25 3 2
16,17 4 3
*2,5 4 4
Items #16 and #17 loaded quite strongly (0.6629 and 0.7467) on Factor 3,
but appeared to have little in common with the descriptor, paragraph and story
generation. A more appropriate descriptor could have been editing/revising.
Item #2 and #5 appear best described as part of the product area of writing,
where the focus was on conventions, such as punctuation, spelling, grammatic
structure, and those commonly referred to as the mechanics or productelements of writing (Isaacson, 1988). Appendix N lists the item statements
according to the reclassification of the factor descriptors.
Conducting this second factor analysis, and comparing the results to
those in the first phase, must be considered strictly exploratory and requires a
cautious interpretation, at this time. In the first factor analysis, the item state-
ments scattered reasonably across the four factors. Twenty-one items, represent-
ing 84%, loaded on two factors in the second analysis, as shown in Table 21.
Some of this variability may have been due to changes in group size, and the ac-
tual differences in the numbers of students chosen, reflected by their responses.
Table 21
Comparison of item loadings on factors in two phases of study
Number of Item's Loading on Respective Factors
Phase 1 2 3 4 Sample#
1*
2
10
10
9
11
8
2
4
2
490
239
* iota! numbers exceed 25 items due to multiple loadings of items 4,7,17,19, respectively.
As a scale, the 25-items passed several tests for emotional intensity, ho-
mogeneity, and reliability. Item #2 and #15 were the two items of major con-
cern in the item pool. The fact that item #2 had a loading of 0.81338 on Factor 4,
considered an excellent rating for a factor loading (Comery, 1973), should cau-
tion the need to extract it from the item pooi, at this time. Likewise, item #15
loaded on Factor 2 at 0.62192, considered in the "very good" category of factor
loadings, and will be subject to continued study. Basis of these procedures, it149
suggested that this pool of item statements showed preliminary evidence of a
valid and reliable scale for measuring writing self-efficacy.
Testing Construct Validity
One hundred twenty-eight students from the second group of 239
ABE students, from six community colleges, had been previously asked to
complete a writing apprehension test in addition to the writing self-efficacy
scale. Scores on the writing self-efficacy scale were compared withscores on
the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Scale. The Daly-Miller instrumentwas
chosen on the basis of its reliabilty, and use with college students and adults
(Claypool, 1980; Daly, 1977, 1978; Gere, Schuessler, & Abbott, 1984; National
Assessment of Educational Progress, 1980). Internal consistency of themea-
surement has been shown to be 0.94, with test-retest reliability ranging from
0.92 to 0.80 (Daly & Miller, 1975a).
The purpose of this procedure was to test the construct validity of the 25-
item writing self-efficacy scale. One way to test for construct validity is to ad-
minister similar instruments to a study group and correlate thosescores with
scores from the instrument in question. This is known as convergent validity.
This type of testing was not performed in this study, due to the limited number
of similar instruments.
This study adopted a second way of testing the construct validity ofa
measure. It employed the process of comparing and correlating an instrument
under study against dissimilar instruments. Thiswas commonly referred to as
divergent validity.
In order to test for divergent validity, it was hypothesized that writing
self-efficacy would correlate negatively with the variable of adult writingap-150
prehension. A correlational analysis was completed confirming the above hy-
pothesis and confirming evidence of divergent construct validity. A negative
correlation coefficient of -0.7807 was obtained between these two variables. The
negative correlation suggested that the relationship of these two variables oper-
ated inversely, that is, as anxiety and apprehension increased in an individual, it
was more likely that the writing self-efficacy level in that same person dimin-
ished. The opposite would also be true. As one's writing self-efficacy in-
creased, writing apprehension would decrease.
The coefficient of -0.7807 represented a relatively moderate to high rela-
tionship (Ashton & Webb, 1986). While not expected initially, such a rather
large correlation lent further support to the scale that it was measuring in the
appropriate direction, that is, the beliefs in one's ability (efficacy) rather than the
anxiety and fears (phobias and fears). Having completed a divergent correla-
tion, and having affirmed the initial hypothesis of a negative relationship be-
tween these two variables provided additional evidence of the scale's construct
validity.
Phase 3: Demonstrating the Utility of the Writing Self-efficacy Scale
Following the supporting evidence of the validity and reliability of the
newly developed 25-item writing self-efficacy scale, the final task and purpose
of this study was to demonstrate the utility of the writing self-efficacy scale. As
will be described below, the writing self-efficacy scale was shown to be a useful
instrument in examining a set of hypothesized variables and their relationship
with writing self-efficacy. One hypothesis had already been confirmed in the
last step of phase 2. The writing self-efficacy scale was tested for constructva-
lidity against the construct of writing apprehension, assumed to be the opposite151
of writing self-efficacy. A negative correlation was found between writing ap-
prehension and writing self-efficacy, providing not only additional support that
the scale was measuring the construct of writing self-efficacy, but also demon-
strating the use of the scale.
The writing self-efficacy scale was further used to test the hypotheses
that writing self-efficacy would correlate positively with the following variables:
age, gender, years completed in school, race, English as a first language,
employment status, and improvements in writing performance. An additional
hypothesis was made that a negative relationship would occur between writing
self-efficacy and having had an experience of being retained in a prior grade
level.
The method employed for investigating these relationships was one rec-
ommended by Kempner (1994). Questions were posed regarding the variables
under study. Methods of investigation, including both quantitative and quali-
tative processes, were identified, and results presented. Conclusions were made
regarding the relationship of the variables under study and whether the hy-
potheses were accepted. Various statistical methods were employed in order to
test the use of the writing self-efficacy scale for examining these hypotheses.
To investigate the relationship of writing self-efficacy scores with other
hypothesized variables, a variety of methodogies were used (Borg & Gall, 1991).
Crosstabulations produced contingency tables showing the distinct distribution,
usually in frequencies and percentages, of two or more variables. Another
technique, the Pearson product moment correlation, often known as the Pearson
r, produced a correlation coefficient that represented the numerical degree of
the relationship between two sets of scores, namely writing self-efficacy and the
variable under study. In studying variables that were represented categori-
cally, a contingency correlation was used to examine the relationship of the152
given categorical variable and writing self-efficacy. Therefore, to demonstrate
the utility of the writing self-efficacy scale, the following variables and their re-
lationships with writing self-efficacy were investigated.
Writing Self-efficacy and Age
Question #1: What relationship, if any, exists between writing self-effi-
cacy and age? Student scores from the writing self-efficacy scale were catego-
rized across three levels: those with scores in the upper 27% of this group were
identified as having high writing self-efficacy; those scoring at the bottom 27%
of the group were regarded as low writing self-efficacy scorers; and those falling
in between were regarded as the moderate writing self-efficacy scorers. A
crosstab was used to examine the associations, percentages and frequencies of
respondents regarding the ages and the three levels of writing self-efficacy scor-
ers of 217 ABE students.
Table 22 shows age broken down into four subgroupings. Initially, five
subgroups were identified, with age groupings ranging from 17-20 years of age,
21-29, 30-39, 40-49, and 50+ years of age, respectively. While this allowed for
greater spread across the age groupings, the ranges tended to dissipate the fre-
quencies, making it more difficult for analysis. For this reason, age was recoded
into four categories, with the youngest group being age 17 to age 29, the middle
years from 30 to 39, and ages 40 to 49, and the oldest group being from age 50
on.
Table 22 contains the frequencies and percentages of the individual age
groupings, read downward column by column. When reading across, percent-
ages should not be interpreted cumulatively, but rather analyzed on the basis of
the frequencies compared to the total of the selected group.153
Table 22
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and age: frequencies and contingency
coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Age Row Total
17-2930-3940-4950+
0/
/0 Num.
Low SE 24.6%25.6%30.0%30.0%25.8%56
Moderate SE 46.4%46.2%45.0%50.0%46.5%101
High SE 29.0%28.2%25.0%20.0%27.6%60
Column Total
0/
/063.6%18.0%9.2%9.2%100.0%
217 Num.138 39 20 20
Contingency Coefficient: .06696
In examining Table 22, the percentage of those having low efficacy scores
(25.8%) was relatively the same as the high efficacy scorers (27.6%) across all age
groups. In fact, for the two younger age groups, there existed a slightly greater
percentage of high efficacy scorers (29% and 28.2%, respectively) over the lower
efficacy scorers (24.6% and 25.6%, respectively). The differences between the
two older groups were minimal.
In comparing across age groupings, the lower efficacy scorers, by per-
centages, seemed to increase slightly over age, from 24.6% in age category "17-
19" to 30% with the "50+" age group. Unfortunately, these figures were rather
skewed as the numerical representation in the groups differed considerably
(n=34 for "17-29" and n=6 for "50+" age categories). The opposite was true of the
high efficacy scorers. A slightly greater percentage of high efficacyscorers ex-
isted in the age categories of "17-29" (29%) and dropping to a low of 20% with154
the "50+" age group. From this data, Table 22 showed that there existed differ-
ing levels of writing self-efficacy across all age groupings.
In further analyzing this data, a rather small contingency coefficient of
0.06696 was derived. It confirmed that a positive but a very weak relationship
between writing self-efficacy and age was found. The initial hypothesis ofa
positive relationship between age and writing self-efficacy levels was confirmed
with at least this group of 217 ABE students.
Having found only a negligible relationship between age and writing
self-efficacy, one might hypothesize about the factor of persistence in school,
that is, the number of years one continued in pursuit of further education.This
led to investigating the next question.
Writing Self-efficacy and Years Completed In School
Question #2: Does any relationship exist between writing self-efficacy
and years completed in school? In this analysis, the writing self-efficacy scale
was used to compare efficacy levels of students with the years of schooling
completed. Table 23 showed the frequency and percentage distribution. The
initial five categories, ranging from elementary, junior high, high school,post-
secondary, and graduate school levels were recoded into three categories ofpre-
high school, high school, and post-secondary (including 2- and 4-yearprograms
and graduate school). Recoding allowed for ease of analysis.
As a result of 217 ABE students examined, 190 or approximately 87.5%
(35.9 + 51.6%) of the students fell into the first two categories representing 78
students who had completed the elementary and/or junior high schoolyears
and 112 students who had completed their lastyears of formal education during
the high school years. This representationwas quite the expected norm since155
ABE students primarily comprised those students who have graduatedor left
high school prior to completing requirements and returned to the community
college, to complete a high school diploma or improve basic skills.
Table 23
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and years completed in school: frequencies
and contingency coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Years in School Row Total
Pre-HighHigh SchPost-Sec%Num.
Low SE 23.1% 22.3% 48.1% 25.8%56
Moderate SE 51.3% 46.4% 33.3% 46.5%101
High SE 25.6% 31.3% 18.5% 27.6%60
Column Total
0/
io 35.9% 51.6% 12.4%100.0%
217 Num. 78 112 27
Contingency Coefficient:
I .19759
In Table 23, the percentages need careful interpretation, due to the lower
numbers of individuals falling into the categories of post-secondary and gradu-
ate levels of schooling. As was similarly seen in the above analysis ofage, there
were as many students, by percentage, who obtained differing levels of writing
self-efficacy, no matter how many years they completed in school. This factwas
seen by the fact that 48.1% (n12) of post-secondary students fell into low writ-
ing self-efficacy levels along with 22.3% of the high school students (n=25) and
23.1% of the pre-high school group (n=18). In spite of the rather small numbers
in those categories of higher levels of education completed, thesame fact was156
revealed with high efficacy scorers. In fact, with the pre-high and high school
groups, there was a slight increase in the percentage of higher efficacy scorers
(25.6%, 31.1%, respectively) over the lower efficacy scorers (23.1%, 22.3%, re-
spectively). With this selected group of students, it appeared that no matter
how many years spent in school, there was a percentage of students at every
level of schooling who experience differing degrees of writing self-efficacy.
A contingency coefficient analysis was performed. A contingency coef-
ficient of 0.2361 between writing self-efficacy and years completed in school was
found. This indicated that a small, positive relationship existed between these
two variab1es, but the strength of their relationship was marginal at best. Re-
lated to the number of years in school was the factor of having been retained or
failed in a prior grade.
Writing Self-efficacy and Being Retained in a Prior Grade
Question 3: Does having been retained or kept back in a prior grade have
any relationship with the writing self-efficacy level of a learner? Respondents
were asked if they had been retained in a grade over the course of their school
years. Because this required either a yes or no response, a contingency correla-
tion coefficient and a crosstabulation table were compiled and used to analyze
the categorical data (Borg & Gall, 1991).
Table 24, shown on the following page, clearly reveals that one-third
(36.7%) of this group had been retained in a grade during the course of their
school years. This confirmed a characteristic quite common in many ABE
students that they come with a poor history and a disproportionate number of
unsuccessful experiences with school. It would also follow that their levels of
self-efficacy would tend to be more depressed, as a whole.157
In examining the data further, high (25.1%) and low writing efficacy scor-
ers (27.9%) existed across both groups, with percentages being relatively the
Table 24
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and being retained in a prior grade:
frequencies and contingency coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Retained in a Grade Row Total
Yes No %Num.
Low SE 24.1% 25.7% 25.1%54
Moderate SE 49.4% 45.6% 47.0%101
High SE 26.6% 28.7% 27.9%60
Column Total
0/
/0 36.7% 63.3% 100.0%
215 Num. 79 136
Contingency Coefficient:
I
.0365 1
same. Of the 79 persons who reported having been retained in a grade, one out
of four still demonstrated high writing efficacy scores (26.6%). This would mdi-
cate that being retained in a grade had less an impact than hypothesized. A
nearly equal percent of low writing self-efficacy scorers (24.1%) and high writ-
ing efficacy scorers (26.6%) existed in the category of those who had beenre-
tained. But the same was true for those who said they hadn't been retained ina
prior grade, with still 25.7% of this group demonstrating poor writing seif-effi-
cacy scores. A very weak, but positive contingency coefficient of 0.0365 argued
against a negative relationship which had been hypothesized at the outset of
this study.158
Four other variables, somewhat demographic in nature, became the
direction of further investigation and the posing of the next set of questions.
Writing Self-efficacy and Gender
Question #4: Was there a relationship between gender and the writing
self-efficacy levels among ABE students? A crosstab was conducted to analyze
the responses of the males and females in this group. As shown in Table 25,
females made up slightly more than two-thirds of the group studied,
numbering 145 females to 74 males. Such differences in genderamong the
numbers did not show up in the percentages, though. An equal percent of
women (27.6%) and men (27%) scored in the high efficacy range, while the
same was true for the
Table 25
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and gender: frequencies and contingency
coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Gender Row Total
Male Female %Num.
Low SE 24.3% 26.2% 25.6%56
Moderate SE 48.6% 46.2% 47.0%103
High SE 27.0% 27.6% 27.4%60
Column Total
0/
/0 33.8% 66.2% 100.0%
219 Num. 74 145
Contingency Coefficient:
I .02488159
moderate scorers (females, 46.2%; males, 48.6%), and low scorers (females,
26.2%; males, 24.3%). In other words, of the 219 men and women studied, both
groups demonstrated a proportional percentage of scorers in the high and low
writing self-efficacy levels of the scale. This analysis was further confirmed by
the contingency coefficient. A very weak, positive coefficient of 0.0248 was
shown between writing self-efficacy and gender.
Writing Self-efficacy and Race
Question #5: Was race or one's ethnic background related to writing self-
efficacy levels? Respondents (n=216) were asked to identify their ancestry by
race, with actual numbers falling into the following respective categories:
American Indian (18), Asian (27), Hispanic (28), White (138), or Black (5).
Whites outnumbered nonwhites by a ratio of nearly 3 to 1, or 63.9% whites to
36.1% nonwhites in this selected group of ABE students.
As Table 26 shows, across all race categories, there appeared an equal
percentage demonstrating low and high writing self-efficacy levels, with the ex-
ception of the Asian culture. A substantially larger percentage of lower self-effi-
cacy scorers of Asians (48.1%) contrasted to only 7.4% who scored in the high
writing self-efficacy range. A contingency coefficient of 0.2831 showed a small,
positive relationship between writing self-efficacy and race.
Conducting such an analysis continued to confirm the utility of the writ-
ing self-efficacy scale and the investigation of this construct with other factors,
such as race, in this case. This particular finding supported and confirmed the
initial hypothesis of a relationship between writing self-efficacy and one's
cultural and ethnic background. The correlation was rather small, but it did
reveal an interesting aspect with regard to the Asian race. The large percentage160
of Asians scoring in the low writing self-efficacy levels could be related to the
difficulty in learning a new language, a variable to be examined next.
Table 26
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and race: frequencies and contingency
coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Race Row Total
indianAsianHisp.WhiteBlack%Num.
Low SE 22.2%48.1%17.9%23.2%40.0%25.9%56
Moderate SE 55.6%44.4%67.9%43.5%20.0%47.2%102
High SE 22.2%7.4%14.3%33.3%40.0%26.9%58
Column Total
0/
to 8.3%12.5%13.0%63.9%2.3%100.0%
216 Num.18 27 28 138 5
Contingency Coefficient: .28312
Writing Self-efficacy and English as a First Language
Question #6: With this selected group of ABE students,was there a rela-
tionship between English as a first language and writing self-efficacy levels?
Respondents were asked to answer either TTyes" or "no" to the followingques-
tion: Is English your first language? As represented in Table 27, 78.3% of the
group of 217 respondents represented native English speakers, whereas 21.7%
represented speakers of other languages.
By percentage, three times as many native English speakersor 31.8% of
this group had higher writing efficacy scores than those whose native language161
was not English or 12.8%. As expected, the pattern was reversed with the lower
scorers. Thirty-four percent of non-English speakers scored in the lower writing
self-efficacy level in contrast to English speakers (23.5%), but a difference of
only 11%.
Table 27
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and English as one's first language:
frequencies and contingency coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
English as first language Row Total
Yes No % Num.
Low SE 23.5% 34.0% 25.8%56
Moderate SE 44.7% 53.2% 46.5%101
High SE 31.8% 12.8% 27.7%60
Column Total
0/ 78.3% 21.7% 100.0%
217 Num. 170 47
Contingency Coefficient:
I .19464
A contingency coefficient of 0.1946 indicated that a positive, but smallre-
lationship between the use of English as a first language and writing self -effi-
cacy levels did exist. This finding was consistent with the result of the previous
investigation, in which the same level of correlation existed withrace, which
possibly alluded to the use of language as it related to writing self-efficacy
scores, especially among races that have a language that is quite uncommon
with English, such as Asian cultures.162
Writing Self-efficacy and Writing Performance
Question #7: Was a positive correlation between writing self-efficacy
and writing performance found with this selected group of ABE students?
Since a major premise in increasing one's self-efficacy is through personal mas-
tery experiences, it would follow, therefore, that a positive correlation should
exist between writing self-efficacy and improvements in writing. In order to
conduct this analysis, three teachers from community colleges were asked to
collect writing samples at the beginning of the term and another set of samples
from the same students at the end of the term. For a student to be selected, they
had to be enrolled in a writing composition classs or be involved in weekly tu-
toring in writing and composition. Writing samples of approximately 25 stu-
dents from each of the three schools for a total of 75 analyses were to be col-
lected. Out of 72 students from which writing samples were obtained, 40 stu-
dents had both pre-term and post-term writing samples and had taken the
writing self-efficacy scale as expected. Twenty-two cases had either missing
pre-writing samples or post-samples. Nine had both writing samples but had
not taken the writing self-efficacy scale, and thus could not be included.
The writing self-efficacy scale was used here in conductinga correla-
tional analysis with writing improvements of the students. A Pearson correla-
tion coefficient was obtained to test the hypothesis of a positive correlation be-
tween writing self-efficacy and improvements in writing. Writing samples were
evaluated using the Analytic Scoring Guide, developed by Coop, White,
Tapscott, and Lee (1983). This guide had been shown to have an interrater reli-
ability of 0.92 (grades 6-7) and 0.93 (grades 8-9), with test-retest reliability after
two weeks of 0.91. Writing samples were scored by a language specialist who
works with ABE students from one of the community colleges.163
The analysis consisted of correlating the scores of the writing self-efficacy
scale with the pre- and post-score writing gainsor losses obtained from the
Analytic Scoring Guide. Thirty-four out of 40 students showed improvement.
Only six students showed a regression in writing performanceover the term,
with scores of higher pre-writing than post-writing samplescores.
Table 28 shows a crosstabulation of the students' improvements and
writing self-efficacy levels. As seen in previous analyses, there existeda
distribution of high and low writing self-efficacyscorers across the categories.
Both those with low writing self-efficacy levels (31.4%) showed improvements
in their writing performances as did those in the high writing self-efficacy
group (22.9%). A positive Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.4183 indicated
that a moderately strong, positive relationshipwas found between writing self-
efficacy levels of this selected group of ABE students, and writingimprovement.
Table 28
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and writing improvement: frequencies and
correlation coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Writing improvement Row Total
Yes No %Num.
Low SE 31.4% 16.7% 29.3% 12
Moderate SE 45.7% 50.0% 46.3%19
High SE 22.9% 33.3% 24.4% 10
Column Total
0/
/0 85.4% 14.6% 100.0%
41 Num. 35 6
Correlation Coefficient:
I .41830164
Writing Self-efficacy and Employment Status
Question #8: One factor not directly related cognitively, but rather socio-
economically was hypothesized. Was there any relationship between one'sem-
ployment status and writing self-efficacy? The crosstabulation, as shown in
Table 29, showed the percentage of scorers at all levels of writing self-efficacy
being nearly the same across both categories of unemployed and employedre-
spondents. Table 29 shows a rather unexpectedly high percentage of 75% being
unemployed. Percentages of high efficaciously unemployed (27.1%) and low
efficacy scorers who were unemployed (27.l%) were equal. With thoseem-
ployed, almost the same occurred with this select group of 217 ABE students.
Table 29
Correlation of writing self-efficacy and employment status: frequencies and
contingency coefficient
Self Efficiency Scores
Employed Row Total
Yes No %Num.
Low SE 21.6% 27.1% 25.8%56
Moderate SE 49.0% 45.8% 46.5%101
High SE 29.4% 27.1% 27.6%60
Column Total
0/
/0 23.5% 76.5% 100.0%
217 Num. 51 166
Contingency Coefficient: .05366
A slightly smaller percentage of lower efficacyscorers (21.6%) were compared
with higher percentages of higher efficacy employedscorers (29.4%). Because165
these percentages were relatively the same, a negligible association would be
expected. To confirm this speculation, a contingency coefficient of 0.0536was
obtained, indicating a very weak, but positive relationship between writing
self-efficacy and employment status.
The above analyses allowed for some preliminary investigations into the
relationship between writing self-efficacy and the following variables, givena
select group of approximately 239 ABE students, resulting in the following
findings:
1. No relationships between writing self-efficacy and age (rxy=.O6),
gender (rxy=.025). and employment status (rxy=.OS), respectively,were found.
2. Small positive relationships between writing self-efficacy andyears
completed in school (rxy=.l98). race (rxy.28). and Englishas one's first
language (rxy=.19), respectively, were found.
3. A strong positive correlation was found between writing self-efficacy
and improvements in writing performances (rxy=.42) of thisgroup of students.
4. A very strong negative relationship between writing self-efficacy and
writing apprehension (rxy=-.78) was found.
5. A very weak and minimal positive relationshipwas found between
writing self-efficacy and being retained in a prior grade (rxy=.O36). Thiswas the
only variable found to be contrary to the initially expected hypotheses.CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Overview
The major goal of this study aimed at being able to assess the writing
self-efficacy levels in ABE students by constructing a valid and reliable writing
self-efficacy scale. Seven hundred twenty-nine ABE students were used in this
study. The study consisted of three specific phases, each with its own purpose.
The first phase of the study engaged in the construction of a provisional writing
self-efficacy scale. It resulted in demonstrating preliminary evidence of the
scale's validity and reliability using 490 ABE students from ten community col-
leges within the state of Oregon. The next phase of this study met the second
purpose of further testing the validity and reliability of the writing self-efficacy
scale by administering it to a second group of 239 ABE students from the re-
maining six community colleges in Oregon. During the last phase, the third
purpose of demonstrating the utility of this scale was shown. High, moderate,
and low writing-self efficacy level scores were obtained. The utility of the scale
was demonstrated through the use of correlational analysis procedures, which
examined the relationships between writing self-efficacy and nine different
variables.
Well-established theoretical frameworks guided this study. Theories of
motivation and what directs action and behavior have resulted in the identifica-
tion of a host of factors that are both intrinsic and extrinsic to human perfor-
mance (Bandura, 1986a; Bruner, 1971; Knowles, 1990; Piaget, 1952 ; Skinner,
1971, 1989). Within the theories of intrinsic motivation, studies of attitude and
attitudinal constructs, such as self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977a, b) have becomerec-
ognized as important approaches for studying achievement (Covington &167
Omelich, 1987; Kifer, 1992; Mueller, 1986; Shaw and Wright, 1967;Zimmerman
& Martinez-Pons, 1990). Bandura's theory of self-efficacy (1977a,b; Bandura,et.
al., 1980) has incorporated the knowledge of attitudes along with theconceptual
dimensions of perceived beliefs. Its theoretical framework has consistedessen-
tially in altering behavior through changing attitudinal beliefs (O'Leary,1992).
With the pioneering efforts of Thurstone (1927, 1928) and Likert(1932), it
has been commonly accepted that attitudes and attitudinalconstructs can be
measured. Historically, the methodologies employed for assessing attitudinal
constructs have been problematic (Anastasi, 1988; Kifer, 1992; Shaw and Wright,
1967). More recently, though, the development of attitude scaleshas shown im-
provements in systematic procedures and methods for establishing valid and
reliable instruments (Adams, 1982; Mueller, 1986; Abdel-Gaid,et al., 1986).
With improved methodologies hascome an increase in scale construction.
One recent increase has been in the construction of self-efficacyscales.
Some domains within which self-efficacy scales have been constructedhave
been as follows: vocational choice and occupational decision-making(Betz &
Hackett, 1981; Matsui & Tsukamato, 1991; Rooney & Osipow,1992; Taylor &
Betz, 1983), health and substance-abuse (Annis, 1987; Colletti,et al., 1985;
Condiotte & Lichtenstein, 1981), and psychological and socialadjustment
(Coppel, 1980; Moe & Zeiss, 1982; Wheeler & Ladd, 1982). Studiesof self-
efficacy within the academic domain have been largely confinedto teacher
efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hillman, 1986), four-year collegeand univer-
sity students (Owen & Froman, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1988), andcollege
readiness (Lalonde, 1979). Few scales have addressed basic skillscontent areas,
and they have fallen largely within theareas of math, music, science, or
computer self-efficacy, respectively (Betz & Hackett, 1983; Kendrick, 1979;
Murphy, et al., 1988).There has been considerable research effort towards understanding the
influence of efficacy expectations on student writers. The focus has largely been
on general attitudes (Daly, 1985; Emig & King, 1979a, b; Kroll,1979), teaching
practices with school-age students (Graham & Harris, 1989; Marchesani, 1992;
Schunk & Swartz, 1991), and writing anxiety and apprehension (Daly & Miller,
1975a; Thompson, 1978). The subjects in such studies have largely been school-
age students, and not adults. One exception has been a study by McCarthy, et
al., (1985) on the influences of self-efficacy expectations on writing achievement.
The recent interest and pursuit of studies related to self-efficacy expecta-
tions on writing have been both positive and negative. Writing has become rec-
ognized as a critically important skill for functioning in school, the workplace,
and society (Clark & Florio, 1983; NAEP, 1980). Growing numbers of adults
with deficiencies in writing (Aldrich, 1982; Hood, 1990; Shaughnessy, 1976,
1977a) have continued to be identified. Such numbers have brought not only a
need for increased understanding, assessment, and effective instructional
strategies of writings skills, but also the importance of assessing those beliefs
and efficacy expectations that may affect writing performance.
Unfortunately, there has been a lack of formal assessment of writing self-
efficacy levels with adults in general, and with underprepared adult students in
particular. This study attempted to address this lack of such assessment. It
demonstrated that writing self-efficacy levels of a select group of ABE students
can be assessed, and that an instrument for doing so has been constructed.
During the first phase of this study, 156 statements were constructed for
a provisional scale. As the result of an eight member Delphi panel, the items
were evaluated for their consistency in reflecting the content of writing and
writing self-efficacy. As the result of the panel's efforts, the initial 156 item
statements were reduced to 77 item statements.169
Four-hundred ninety (490) adult basic education students from ten com-
munity colleges were administered the provisional 77 item writing self-efficacy
scale. A systematic procedure for testing the item statements' validity and relia-
bility was adopted from the work of Abdel-Gaid, et al. (1986). Testing for evi-
dence of each item statement' s validity was conducted by a three-step analysis
of emotional intensity (Shrigley & Koballa, 1984; Abdel-Gaid, et al, 1986). The
emotional intensity of an item statement was determined by a relatively low
number of respondents answering in the unsure middle category, with the rest
of the respondents scoring at both ends of the continuum, as reflected graphi-
cally by a bi-polar spread. The third test, discrimination, consisted ofa compar-
ison between the t-test score and the item-total correlation. Items that met these
criteria in this procedure were considered as discriminating, that is, items with
respondents scoring appropriately and accurately. Items meeting these three
tests confirmed evidence that the item could be considered a valid one for the
writing self-efficacy scale. Forty-eight of the 77-item statements failed thispro-
cedure, leaving 29-item statements for further evaluation.
The newly formed 29-item writing self-efficacy scalewas further tested
for its homogeneity and reliability. An analysis was made toensure for positive
item-total correlations, and positive interitem correlationsacross the 29-item
scale. An item statement with negative correlations threatened homogeneity,
that is, the item was potentially not measuring thecommon attitudinal object, in
this case, writing self-efficacy. All 29-item statements met these two criteria,
and the final test of reliability resulted in a very strong Cronbach coefficient
alpha of 0.9353. Retaining such homogeneous items demonstrated additional
evidence of the content validity of the scale (Scott, 1960).
Having established preliminary evidence of a valid and reliable 29 item
writing self-efficacy scale, an initial principal component factor analysiswas170
conducted to test for the unidimensionality of the items and for further content
validity. Item statements loaded on four factors, with Factor 1, general writing,
and Factor 2, idea and sentence generation, having more and stronger loadings
than the two remaining factors of paragraph/story generation and editing/re-
vising, Factors 3 and 4 respectively. Two item statements were immediately
eliminated for not meeting criterion for loading onto a factor, resulting in the
scale being reduced to 27 items. A second factor analysis was conducted,
resulting in all item statements meeting the factor loading of 0.45, but two items
were further eliminated, one for a marginal loading and the other for not being
compatible with the factor itself. As a result of factor analyses, the initial 29
item writing self-efficacy scale was reduced to a 25 item scale.
The 25 item writing self-efficacy scale was now tested for continued evi-
dence of validity, reliability, and unidimensionality. In this second phase, 239
adult basic education students were administered the 25-item writing self-
efficacy scale. Each item statement was again analyzed for evidence of validity
by being subjected to the three tests for emotional intensity. Asa result of this
procedure, two item statements (#2 and #15) showed marginal intensity, and
were recommended for further study. The decision to reject these items was
considered to be largely premature and inappropriate, and the differences in
group sizes between phase one in which both items showed adequate inten-
sity) and this phase could have effected these results.
Tests were further conducted for the items' homogeneity and reliability,
analyzing their respective item-total and positive iriteritem correlations. As
might be expected, item statement #2 showed the only negative interitemcorre-
lation, that being with item #11. To ensure that the effect of this itemwas not
impacting on the homogeneity of the scale, an analysis was conducted with the
item left out of the scale. When deleted, the scale demonstrated all item-total171
correlations and interitem correlations as positive, with the Cronbach alpha co-
efficient gaining by only 0.003, from 0.9130 to 0.9160. These differences were
considered so slight and considered inconclusive that a decision about this item
was delayed and the item was retained in the scale.
A principal components factor analysis was also conducted. The 25 item
statements loaded on four factors, as in phase one. Twenty-one of the 25 item
statements loaded either on Factor 1 or Factor 2.Factor 1 consisted of item
statements that were primarily worded negatively, and seemed to entail the
more basic essential components of writing. Factor 2 consisted primarily of pos-
itively worded item statements, characteristic of a more intermediate level of
writing, with emphasis more on the processes involved in writing (expression,
intent, clarity, using facts and details) and writing for a purpose (for a story, for
argument, for support). Two items each loaded on Factors 3, paragraph/story
generation, and Factor 4, editing/revising, respectively.
The high item loadings on the first two factors suggested two explana-
tions. Either these two factors were explaining a significant portion of the con-
struct of writing self-efficacy (Ford, et al., 1986) or that the scale was demon-
strating two independent factors, both of which would argue for measuring a
common construct, that of writing self-efficacy, in this study (Abdel-Gaid, et al.,
1986). The content of these item statements focused more on two of the three
dimensions of writing, namely, the process, and purpose, rather then product
aspects.
Only two item statements loaded on Factor 4, editing/revising, which
addressed product elements of writing, such as punctuation, spelling, grammat-
ical usage, to name a few. Likewise, two item statements loaded on Factor 3,
paragraph/story generation, but both items appeared to have little relationship
with the factor descriptor. The variability in such loadings in both phase one172
and phase two suggested further factor analytic study into the writing self-
efficacy scales unidimensionality.
The factor analyses did not confirm the writing self-efficacy scale's uni-
dimensionality. In spite of this shortcoming, the number of item statements
and their respectively high loadings on Factor 1 and Factor 2 did provide some
preliminary explanation for measuring along one dimension, writing self-
efficacy. In this sense, the scale could argue for some evidence of unidimen-
sionality. As pointed out by Oppenheim (1966), and more recently, Abdel-Gaid,
et al. (1986), a clustering of several factors would be a more contemporary view
of unidimensionality. Until further analyses are conducted on a variety of se-
lected groups of ABE students, the scale's unidimensionality is guarded.
A final test for construct validity of the scale was conducted by compar-
ing the scores of 128 respondents on the writing self-efficacy scale with their re-
spective scores on a writing apprehension test. The Daly-Miller Apprehension
Scale (1975a) was designed to identify subjects with anxiety and apprehension
towards writing, the opposite of writing self-efficacy. A correlation analysis of
the respondents' two test scores confirmed a strong negative association be-
tween these instruments. This confirmed the fact that the writing self-efficacy
scale was assessing in the opposite direction of apprehension, and thus further
confirmed the construct validity aspect of the writing self-efficacy scale.
Having established continued evidence of the scale's reliability and valid-
ity, a final phase was conducted. This final phase consisted of showing some
practical uses of the writing self-efficacy scale by conducting correlational
analyses. Correlation coefficients and contingency coefficients were compiled to
study the relationship between writing self-efficacy and a set of variables.
Four of the nine variables studied, age (with a contingency coefficient,
C= 0.0669; seep.79 for discussion of this measure), retention in a prior grade173
(C= 0.0365), gender (C= 0.0248), and employment status (C= 0.0536), showed
only a negligible relationship with writing self-efficacy.Small, modest rela-
tionships were found between writing self-efficacy and the three variables of
years in school (C= 0. 2361), race (C= 0.2831), and English as ones first language
(C= 0.1946), respectively.
Of greater importance, though, were the results of two correlational anal-
yses. A strong, positive correlation ( r=0.4183) was found between writing self-
efficacy and improvement in writing performance. While nota specific goal of
this study, the writing self-efficacy scale was found useful in testing self-
efficacy theory. According to self-efficacy theory,as writing self-efficacy levels
increase, the likelihood is that increases will occur in performance achievement.
This relationship lays at the very theoretical foundation of self-efficacy theory
(Bandura, 1982; Schoen & Winocur, 1988; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons,1990).
Likewise, when students' performances result in positive outcomes, Bandura
would assert that such improvements in writing performancespromote self-
efficacious beliefs in themselves. In the case of the 41 students studied,efficacy
levels were assessed using the 25-item writing self-efficacy scale. Thescale
made it possible to conduct a preliminary correlational analysisto test this as-
pect of self-efficacy theory. The correlation of 0.4183 between writing self-
efficacy and writing improvements confirmed the relationship betweenmastery
outcomes and efficacy levels, as stated above.
Another finding using correlational analysiswas observed. The
negative correlation (r= -0.7807) between writing self-efficacy and writing
apprehension provided not only the confirmation of the scale'sconstruct
validity but also further confirmation that there truly existsa rather strong
inverse relationship between writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy.
As the years in school increase, there is alsoa proportional increase in the174
demands on amount and quality of writing. If some students have continued to
experience marginal levels of success in writing over these same years, the
result could lead to increased anxiety to produce and a plateaued and/or
diminished writing performance level. Such learning experiences, according to
Bandura (1992), would tend to diminish one's beliefs in his/her ability to write.
Thus, a decrease in writing self-efficacy levels may be accompanied byan
increase in apprehension levels.
To summarize, the main intent in conducting the above analyses
was to test the utility of the writing self-efficacy scale. The examples, presented
above, demonstrate some ways in which the writing self-efficacy scale could be
used in conducting descriptive research. In essence, the utility of the writing
self-efficacy scale has been demonstrated.
Research Implications
The results of this study provided some preliminary support for
applying the aspects of self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977a, b) to the
development and construction of a writing self-efficacy scale. In addition, this
study provided evidence that the attitudinal construct of writing self-efficacy
can be measured (Likert, 1932; Mueiler,1986) in select groups of ABE students.
In adapting a systematic procedure for scale construction (Abdel-Gaid, et al.,
1986), evidence for a valid and reliable 25-item writing self-efficacy scale has
been shown.
It is hoped that the results of this study contribute to increasing the
knowledge base in the assessment of adult basic education students (McCoy,
1991; National Literacy Act, 1991; Roueche, Baker, & Roueche, 1986), writing,
and writing self-efficacy levels. The importance ofassessment as a key strategy1
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for improving student success (Bray, 1987) and the recognition of writingas a
basic survival skill (Best, 1990; Hayes & Valentine, 1989) were intertwined with
the research on basic writers ( Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Shaughnessy, 1976;
Troyka, 1987) to support this study in the construction of a writing self-efficacy
scale.
While this study was guided by a sound theoretical framework,a num-
ber of issues should be noted and considered to further the understanding,as-
sessment, and the relationships between self-efficacy and the writing perfor-
mances of ABE students. First, it is important that testing the scale's validity
and reliability be continued with other selected groups of ABE students. The
25 item statements from the scale should be subjected to continued, rigorous
analyses of emotional intensity and reliability, for the purpose of further sub-
stantiating the evaluative quality of the scale (Shrigley and Koballa, 1984). Item
#2, being marginally discriminative and homogeneous, should be carefully ob-
served with other selected groups to ultimately determine its place in this scale.
Second, the scale's unidimensionality should be further studied. Factor
analysis was used primarily as a strategy to confirm evidence of the scale's uni-
dimensionality, rather than using it to select or eliminate items froma scale
(Nunnally, 1978). It was initially conceived that potential factors for explaining
the construct of writing self-efficacy might include the three essentialcompo-
nents of writing: product, process, and purpose. In fact, this was the manner in
which the first set of trial statements were classified for the Delphi panel's eval-
uation. Factor analysis confirmed that the majority of item statements loaded
on three factors. The item statements that loaded on Factors 1 and 2,
respectively, largely incorporated content reflective of the writing components
of process and purpose. The real difference between these two factors appeared
not in content but the level of difficulty. To some degree, this argues for the test176
of generality, one of Bandura's three dimensions necessary for assessing self-
efficacy.
Factor 1 appeared to be a more beginning or basic level, with more con-
tent focused on the use of ideas in sentences and paragraphs. Factor 2 reflected
a more intermediate level of writing, with the use of supporting ideas, facts,and
details, for example. The need to conduct additional and future factor analyses
with other selected ABE groups could potentially help to clarify these factors
and thereby lead to a more in-depth explanation of the construct of writing self-
efficacy. Such results might also lead to more appropriate and relevantly
named factor descriptors.
Factors 1 and 2, respectively, could very well be considered independent
scales each exhibiting the added quality of unidimensionality. Factor analysis
rarely sorts out one strong dimension consisting of 15 or 20 items (Hassan &
Shrigley, 1984; Shrigley & Trueblood, 1979). What results are several groups of
items loading on several factors. In fact, Oppenheim (1966) stated that an atti-
tude scale can have several independent factors while still arguing for measur-
ing a common attitudinal object. Taking the advice of Abdel-Gaid, et al. (1986),
Aiken (1980), and Oppenheim (1966), a clustering of several factors may not be a
distortion of the concept of unidimensionality, but rather a more contemporary
view.
More importantly, though, the heavy loading of items on Factors 1 and
2, respectively, as seen in both phases, lent some degree of preliminary evidence
that these two underlying factors were contributing, in some degree, to explain-
ing the construct of writing self-efficacy. While the item loadings were rated as
very good to excellent (Comery, 1973), ranging from .56716 to 0.74676, it sug-
gests further analysis of these factors and their respective underlying value in
defining the construct.177
The four item statements which did not load on Factors 1 and 2, respec-
tively, when analyzed together, appear to have a common focus of content, as
well. The literature has supported the fact that product errors (grammar,
spelling, punctuation, etc.) were perceived by basic writers as an area of major
difficulty (Hull, 1987; Isaacson, 1988; Perl, 1979; Shaughnessy, 1977a). It is likely
that these items could have loaded on a third factor, had the rotation been con-
strained to three factors rather than four. Subjecting the scale to a three factor
rotation, and comparing it to the four factor rotations in this study, might possi-
bly provide a next step into understanding the underlying factors inherent in
the attitudinal construct of writing self-efficacy. In fact, a more strict interpreta-
tion of the scree tests, presented in this study, could have argued for a three fac-
tor rotation.
Factor analysis, as interpreted up to this point, suggested that the 25
item scale lacked unidimensionality. Further studies should be conducted with
similar samples of the ABE population, and the results compared and analyzed
with this present study's factor loadings to determine the scope of the scale's
unidimensionality.
Third, the final phase of this study provided examples of some possible
uses of the writing self-efficacy scale. The examples consisted in examining the
relationship between writing self-efficacy and other identified variables. While
the focus of study in the third phase was to test the utility of the writing self-ef-
ficacy scale, the results of these investigations did raise some important issues
about conducting research in general.
When conducting research that examines the relationship between two
variables, the choice of variables, the manner in which data about the variables
were worded, the manner in which the data were collected, and the methodol-
ogy to be used is always essential. In the early stage of this study, insufficient178
analysis was given to the nature of the variables to be studied. Factors of age,
gender, employment status, and being retained in a grade were chosen some-
what arbitrarily with little attention given to some rationale for supporting their
importance with writing self-efficacy. This is not to say that such variables
should not be examined with regard to their respective relationship with writ-
ing self-efficacy. The manner in which the data were presented could have
elicited more insight than asking very general questions. For example, theques-
tion asking whether the person had been retained in a grade was too broadly
worded. A more appropriate question could have been worded to includesome
relationship with writing, as follows: Have you been retained in a grade? If the
response were "yes,'T the person would respond to a second and more relevant
part of the question that would potentially have a connection with this study,
such as: Was one of the reasons you were retained due to your difficulty in writ-
ing? Such information could potentially offer more relevant information with
regard to the aspects of writing efficacy, performance, anxiety, and apprehen-
sion, as examples.
Bandura (1977a) and Bandura, et al. (1980) emphasized the importance of
domain specific analyses of self-efficacy. Therefore, it is recommended that fur-
ther variables be examined, but with items that have some theoretical basis fora
relation to that domain or a study that provided some preliminary evidence for
a relationship. Conducting further correlational analyses between writing self-
efficacy and areas of previous study by other researchers should extend their
work as well. Some areas might be cognitive style and ability to self-evaluate
(McCarthy, et al., 1985), strategy instruction and feedback (Schunk & Schwartz,
1991), and even the reading-writing connection (Petrosky & Bartholomae, 1986).
Another example might be to conduct a future study of variables that address
the study of product errors (Padak & Padak, 1988). As examples, examining the179
relationships of subject-verb agreement, outlining, vocabulary levels, how often
one writes, whether writing is required on one's job with writing self-efficacy
levels appear to be more relevant, after having completed the study of the vari-
ables presented in this study.
How information about the variables were collected dictated the type of
information that could be compiled. The majority of questions about the vari-
ables were placed in a multiple choice format. Age was determined by choosing
one of five categories. This required analyzing the data categorically, and did
not offer the breadth of a correlational analysis. As an example, one option
would be to request the respondents to give the numbers that represent their
exact ages, thus eliminating the multiple choice format of age groupings. Having
the variables primarily coded as continuous data would have facilitated the use
of correlational analysis. Consideration for the type and manner in which the
data are to be collected in the early stages of the study could have facilitated the
compiling of the statistical methods more efficiently and effectively during the
last stages of the study.
The admission of such errors in this study did not preclude the value of
phase three. While the major intent was to test the scale's utility, examining the
relationship of a set of variables did provide important data. Two correlation
analyses indicated rather strong relationships with writing self-efficacy, a rather
strong negative relationship with writing apprehension (r= -0.7807) and a very
moderate positive relationship with writing improvement (r=0.4183). Such
results confirmed earlier hypotheses of their relationship with writing self-
efficacy, and self-efficacy theory.
This study confirmed the relationship of writing self-efficacy, belief sys-
tems, and writing performance. The results of a strong negative correlation
between writing self-efficacy and writing apprehension are consistent withBandura's premise of self-efficacy as a construct found effective in altering
avoidant and phobic behaviors (1977a, b). Furthermore, the positive relationship
between writing self-efficacy and writing achievement confirmed the reciprocal
nature of efficacy and achievements. As Bandura has suggested (1982), when
students perceive themselves as capable of performing well, self-efficacy is likely
to promote achievement outcomes. Likewise, when students' performances
result in positive outcomes, they promote self-efficacious beliefs in those stu-
dents. Such findings suggest important teaching and learning implications for
creating situations that focus on enhancing students' performances, in a non-
threatening and non-phobic environment, and in which strategies for increasing
the efficacy beliefs of individuals are also improved upon.
On the other hand, three of the remaining seven variables studied,
namely, age, gender, and employment status, showed such a weak correlation
that little could be concluded from such results, other than tosay that these fac-
tors have little relationship to explaining this construct. There appeared a slight
but very marginal improvement in the relationships found between writing self-
efficacy and years completed in school, one's race, and having Englishas a first
language, respectively. Such meaning or interpretation is rather inconclusive.
Nevertheless, it could suggest a need to investigate more closely the relationship
of language acquisition, cultural differences, and school experiencesas factors
that could lend some insight into the study of adult writing performances. Spe-
cific meaning and interpretation of such findings would best be attained ifyears
in school could be collected as a continuous variable and correlated with writing
self-efficacy scores from the scale. This would allow for an analysis of the di-
rection of the relationship and provide greater depth of interpretation.
The variable of having been retained in a prior grade resulted ina min
imal contingency coefficient (C=O.0365) that was positive, contrary to the initial181
hypothesis that a negative relationship would exist. While one could argue that
there exists no level or degree of relationship with such a minimal coefficient, it
does raise some rather interesting questions of some assumptions about failure
in school, academic success, and efficacious thinking. Does it necessarily have to
result in negative outcomes with regard to learning? Could our notion that a
person's failing a grade or a subject be less negative than commonly believed?
Does such an experience, when guided appropriately, potentially lead to posi
tive behavioral changes for some individuals and represent aspects of positive
behavior change? Could a failure be a possible reinforcer to learning persis-
tence? Is this what Bandura refers to when he discusses the profile of efficacious
learners and their persistence in learning a subject or task? And what changes
occur in the inefficacious learner when failure takes place. Could there be a
subtle but more profound implication in which failure could become the catalyst
for enhancing self-efficacy levels and persistence in some individuals. Such a
finding should encourage further studies to engage adult basic education stu-
dents in dialogue about their previous learning experiences.
Fourth, the scale should be compared with other measurement instru-
ments to test for additional evidence of convergent validity. While this instru-
ment was shown to demonstrate construct divergent validity with the Daly-
Miller Writing Apprehension Scale, in which writing self-efficacy correlated in-
versely with writing apprehension, no procedure was conducted to evaluate
convergent validity in this study. This procedure would consist of generating
hypotheses regarding probable interrelationships between the construct of
writing self-efficacy and other similar constructs. Mean scores generated by
respondents on similar scales and instruments should converge and be highly
related. This procedure could add to the strength, credibility, and the stability of
this writing self-efficacy scale(Abdel-Gaid, et al., 1986).182
Fifth, a question that was raised in the early stages of the study focused on
why few domain-specific studies on adult basic education students existed.
While there were a sufficient number of general studies on ABE students, pri-
marily dealing with demographics, characteristics, and prevalence of learning
difficulties of ABE students, few studies have addressed specific content areas,
teaching practices, and the learning strategies of these learners (Enos, 1987;
Moran & Jacobi, 1991). There may be some extenuating circumstances, some of
which were gleaned in this study, as to why there is such a shortage of more fo-
cused, domain-oriented studies. First of all, ABE students possess very inconsis-
tent attendance patterns. The open-door policy of most ABE programs, free tu-
ition and attending classes as one desires, pose as some of the core problems for
any researcher, when engaged in studying this population.
The administration of an instrument to this population was problematic.
When the scale was administered over more than one day, students often did not
return on a second day the scale was to be completed, leaving scales incomplete
and unfinished.
Administering the writing self-efficacy scale with another test or scale, as
was done with the Daly-Miller Apprehension Scale, presented additional diffi-
culties not particularly anticipated. Students were administered these tests over
several days. Some of the students had either completed one or the other of the
two scales, but not both. The problem of administration further complicated the
need to have certain items of data in order to complete the analysis. This often
required contact with a larger number of the students in order to arrive at a rea-
sonable number for statistical purposes.
An example was readily seen in obtaining writing samples from a select
groups of students for purposes of conducting a correlation of writing im-
provement with writing self-efficacy. In the case of collecting writing samples,183
32 students out of 72 either had a missing pre- or post-writing sample, or had
both writing samples but no writing self-efficacy scale. This meant that almost
half of the students selected could not be used in this aspect of the study, due to
either lack of attendance or not completing the assignment on time.
Another problem was the lack of proper test-taking skills. In spite of
careful administration and directions to the students as reported by their in-
structors, some students left items blank, skipped items, and performed sloppy
erasures. This fact prevented such scales to be used in some analyses, especially
when total scores from the writing self-efficacy scale were needed.
Sixth, eliciting staff to participate in such a comprehensive studywas a
further problem for the researcher. Instructors in ABE programswere largely
part-time. Both the motivation and actual participation in any activity outsideor
in addition to their daily/weekly teaching schedule was an immediate problem.
Some instructors regard the limited amount of time they have to teach their
subject matter as a premium. When asked to take several sessions to participate
in a study, regardless of the importance of the study or its benefit to the teacher
or students, the majority were reluctant. Only in those programs in which staff
worked closely and collaboratively was there a sense of interest and excitement
in participating.
Administering the scale was also reported as an inconvenience tosome
staff, regardless of the importance of the study or outcome. Part of the problem
may have been due to administrators volunteering staff without getting their
permission or decision beforehand. In other cases, administrators took little
responsibility to support staff in their administration of the scales. Thisre-
searcher should have maintained closer contact with these staff members,as
well. Some teachers sent back entire, blank scales informing the researcher that
the students simply didn't want to take them.ii:
Seventh, turn around time was also problematic when validating a scale.
ABE instructors often promised to commit to a certain timeline, but very seldom
met them. Instructors often asked for extensions of time. Such extensions led to
increasing the return time of the writing self-efficacy scales by as much as two
terms in this project. Teachers required constant contact, and encouragement
from this researcher. As a rule of thumb, any similar type study should antici-
pate extending timelines considerably when the researcher is dependent on oth-
ers for data collection.
In spite of these problems and concerns, this study has contributed to the
knowledge base of adult education in general, and adult basic educationstu-
dents in particular. It has demonstrated that writing self-efficacy levels can be
assessed in ABE students. The writing self-efficacy scale offers a useful tool in
assessing writing self-efficacy levels in ABE students. The assessment of self-
percepts of writing efficacy could become critically essential when considered as
a key strategy for determining student success and in an individual's selection
and use of metacognitive strategies for learning (Zimmerman & Martininez-
Pons, 1990), and in this case, for writing.
If belief, in addition to skills, influences achievement behavior, then it
seems that self-efficacy theory could have powerful implications for student
writing. If writing difficulties result not only because of poor skills, but also
from one's limiting beliefs that he/she is unable to write, then one important first
step in improving writing would be to carefully assess these inefficacious beliefs.
The writing self-efficacy scale, developed in this study, potentially offers a first
step in assessing this important factor of writing. In addition to conducting
further validation studies of this instrument with other selected groups of ABE
students, investigating additional variables that correlate highly with writing
self-efficacy will be needed to fully understand those factors that explain thisconstruct. From such understanding, it further follows that an additional future
step would be to develop teaching strategies and approaches to strengthen
iridividuals efficacy expectations about their writing ability (McCarthy, et al.,
1985).IIleJ
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APPENDIX A
Phase 1: Phase 2:
Construction and Validation of a Confirmation of the Scales
Provisional Writing Self-efficacy Scale Reliability and Validity
Defining the attitudinal object: Submitting scale to second
writing self-efficacy selected group of ABE students
Writing the trial statements Testing for continued validity
for the scale and reliability_____________
Establishing quantitative esting unidi.mensionality
atines for the scale using factor analysis
Submitting trial statements Testing construct validity
to Delohi Danel
Administering provisional scale
to selected group of ABE students
Testing trial statements for
emotional intensity
Demonstrating the Utility of the
Writing Self-efficacy Scale
Testing for homogeneity
and reliability
Testing unidimensionality Correlational Analyses
using factor analysis
Figure 14: Methodology for the construction and validation of a writing
self-efficacy scale.218
APPENDIX B: Your Beliefs,Feelings, Thoughts About Writing
YOUR BELIEFS. FEELINGS. THOUGHTS ABOUT WRITING
Name: (optional)
Date:J/-/,--3
Directions:
Dear Student,
Please think about your feelings, reactions, beliefs and attitudes about
writing. Ask yourself the following questions:
1) How do I feel when someone asks me to do a writing assignment?
What are my first feelings and reactions?
2) What is my attitude towards writing? Do I have positiveor negative
thoughts about writing? Can I describe them below?
3) Is writing important to me in my daily life?
After thinking about the above questions, briefly writeyour thoughts
about writing. Don't worry about writing in completesentences... just give
your immediate reactions. Thank you for your feedback. Your responses will be
used as a main resource for developinga writing assessment instrument for
evaluating the writing skills of other adult learners. Thankyou for your
assistance.
Don Prickel
Doctoral Candidate,
Oregon State University
Your Responses:219
APPENDIX C: List of Initial 156 Trial Statements
General Self-Efficacy:
1.I can become a good writer, if I really try.
2.I perceive myself as a much better writer than my peers.
3.I know I can be a good writer if I only work hard at it.
4.I can be a good writer if I learn the proper rules and strategies.
5.I just know, that sooner or later, I'll become a good writer.
6.I am capable of writing essays that are free of errors.
7.I like what I write.
8.I believe that I can be a better writer than I am now.
9.I am capable of setting clear goals when I write.
10.Writing is a chore for me.
11.One basic skill task that I'm not good at is writing.
12.I believe that I write better than I speak.
13.I believe that I write better than I read.
14.It takes me a long time to write an essay, but the effort is worth it.
15.I have nothing important to write about.
16.Its no use. I'll never be a good writer.
17.Writers are born not made.
18.Having a lot of corrections on my writing assignments means that I'm a
poor writer.
19.I wish I could write as well as other students.
20.Women are better writers than men.
21.I complete writing assignments as fast as I can.
22.I seldom write.
23.My teachers have never agreed with howl write.
24.My teachers don't understand how I write.
25.I dislike writing and English classes.
26.In writing classes/courses, I fear getting my papers back.
27.I am proud to share what I write with my peers.
28.I avoid writing when I can.
29.When asked to write, I get nervous.
30.I avoid writing, whenever I can.
31.Thinking about writing makes my mind go blank.
32.I don't like it when my peers read my writing.
33.I do not choose jobs that require much writing.
34.I dislike having my writing graded.
35.When I make a writing error or mistake, it only makes me try harder.
36.When I face a problem in writing, I am still able to feel good about myself.
37.Writing helps me express my feelings.
38.Writing helps me to clarify my thoughts.220
Elements of the Product of Writing:
39.When I have trouble getting ideas to write about, I tend to get frustrated
and give up.
40.When writing, I am confident that I can think of words toexpress my
ideas.
41.I am able to think of many things to write about.
42.When I stop, pause, and think for a time, I am able to getmore new ideas
to write about.
43.I believe in my ability to express my ideas in sentences.
44.Because I don't know many words, I find it difficult to write what Iwant
to say.
45.It is my belief that the more I write, the more new words I will be ableto
learn to use.
46.I am like every writer. I go through periods when I can't think ofa word
to describe my ideas or thoughts.
47.I am confident that I can write essays with simple and clear words.
48.When I start to write, I can come up with many good ideas.
49.As I write, I repeat the same words over and over again.
50.When I write, I fear that my ideas are not clear to the reader.
51.I am able to write in a logical manner.
52.I can express my ideas in a sequence.
53.It is hard for me to start writing.
54.1 don't like others to read my writing.
55.I get nervous when I start writing.
56.I have difficulty in writing a good beginning sentence.
57.When I write a story or a paragraph, I have confidence in ending itwith
a clear statement (conclusion).
58.When writing, I am unable to stay onone topic or subject.
59.When I write, I find it hard to givereasons for my views.
60.When writing, I am able to organize my ideas.
61.When I write a paragraph, I am able to clearly state the mainidea.
62.I believe that I can give examples and reasons to supportmy thoughts in
writing.
63.If I had better handwriting, I would bea better writer.
64.If I could learn to be a good speller, I would bea good writer.
65.I'll never be able to capitalize words correctly.
66.To be a good writer, I believe I must punctuate correctly (use periods,
commas, etc.)
67.Unless I am able to correct my spellingerrors I'll never be able to be a
good writer.
68.My belief is that errors in punctuation andgrammar stop me from being
a good writer.
69.I lack confidence in knowing whethermy words form a complete
sentence.221
70.I use the same type of sentence patterns throughout my writing. For
example: I like to swim. I play golf. I go to school.
71.I believe that to be a good writer I must use many different types of
sentences. This fact scares me.
72.I am afraid of using poor grammar when I write.
73.When I write, I feel confident in using the correct nouns with the correct
verbs.
74.When I write, I am able to use the correct subjects and verbs to make
sentences.
75.I am unable to write my ideas simply without using run-on sentences
and extra words.
76.I'll never be able to use the correct pronouns (he, she ,it, etc.) to describe
persons,places,and things.
77.I am confident in knowing when andwhere to use commas (,).
78.I am confident in knowing when and where to use semi-colons(;).
79.I am confident in knowing when and where to use colons (:).
80.I am confident in knowing when and where to use periods (.).
81.I am confident in knowing when and where to use exclamation points (!).
82.I am confident in knowing when and where to use question marks (?).
83.I feel uncomfortable when using words that are new to me.
84.When I write, I worry that otherswill not like my choice of words.
85.I am capable of using unusual and creative words in my writing.
86.When I write, I can never find the correct words to express my ideas.
87.I believe that having to use a dictionary or thesaurus means I am a poor
writer.
88.I am not confident in using a variety of words to express myself.
89.When writing, I believe that the words I choose do say what I really
mean.
90.I am confident that I can write stories/essays that express my ideas.
Elements of Process:
91.I am able to plan my thoughts before writing.
92.When I write, I am confident in keeping my thoughts narrowed to a
specific subject or topic.
93.I am able to plan out my ideas carefully before I write.
94.I am not confident in putting my ideas in outline or note form before I
write.
95.I am not confident that putting my thoughts down on paper helps me
to write.
96.I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
97.I prepare an outline or similar sketch before I begin to write.222
98.Before I write, I am willing to discuss my topic with others.
99.As a writer, I spend a large amount of time thinking of what should be
written and how it will be expressed.
100.When I have to write an essay or report, I get nervous about how to
start.
101.I am able to list my ideas on paper first, before I begin to write.
102.I am confident that my ideas focus only on one idea at a time.
103.Once I start to write, I must keep writing or Ill lose my train of thought.
104.I feel that taking pauses or breaks will interfere with my writing.
105.I am confident that every paragraph I write has a main idea.
106.I am confident that my ideas follow in a definite sequence.
107.I am able to write a paragraph that ends with a conclusion or summary
of the main idea.
108.I am confident that my examples, facts, and details support my written
ideas.
109.I believe that getting ideas from others helps me to be a better writer.
110.When I write, I believe it is not necessary to use a specific strategyor
approach.
111.Doing workbook exercises helps me to improve my writing.
112.I believe that frequently rereading what I've written makes me a better
writer.
113.Pausing to think while I write gets in the way of my actual writing.
114.When writing, I am confident in correcting my own errors.
115.Being willing to discuss what I have written with others helps me to
improve my writing.
116.I review each sentence I write to make sure it is free of errors.
117.I am confident in finding my own writing errors.
118.On my own, I reread what I write.
119.On my own, I revise what I write.
120.I spend most of my time revising my ideas rather than paying attention
to spelling and punctuation.
121.I am confident that I can write sentences by making sure my verb agrees
with my subject (example: The three boys football. The girl plays
soccer.)
122.I am confident that I can write sentences by making sure touse
pronouns correctly to refer to nouns. (example:1111remembered the fun
had ridinghhorse.)
123.I am confident in making sentences relate to each other.
124.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in findingmy spelling and
punctuation errors.223
Elements of Purpose/Context:
125.I am able to write with a definite goal in mind,for example,to finish an
assignment, to write a letter, to complete a report.
126.I am confident that my writing is understood by those who read it.
127.I keep the reader in mind while I'm writing an essay.
128.I am capable of writing differentlydepending on the given situation (e.g.
phone message, work report, class assignment).
129.I write differently, based on who will read my writing (for example, my
teacher,my boss, a friend, etc.).
130.I am confident in writing answers to exam or test questions.
131.I am confident in writing answers to chapter questions and homework
assignments.
132.I am confident in writing an essay about a trip I took, the city I live in, or
my hobbies and interests.
133.I am confident in writing a research report such as an essay about
seasons, science, ecology, or crime.
134.I am confident in writing accurate messages given to me by others.
135.I am confident in accurately writing down important work assignments
given to me.
136.I am confident in being able to complete forms, such as work-orders and
application forms.
137.When I write, I am not confident that others who read it will like it.
138.I believe that I am unable to complete a writing assignment in a manner
acceptable to a teacher.
139.I believe that I am unable to complete a writing assignment in a manner
acceptable to my boss or employer.
140.I believe that I am unable to complete a writing assignment ina manner
acceptable to my friends or relatives.
141.I am capable of writing notes to my boss.
142.I am capable of writing letters to my friends and family.
143.I am capable of taking phone messages.
144.I am confident that I can write a job resume.
145.I can express feelings in my writings.
146.I am confident that I can do creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short
stories and poems.
147.I believe it is easier to write about things I choose to those chosen bymy
teacher.
148.I am capable of writing an essay that tells how to do something (e.g:
change a flat tire, obtain a checking account).
149.I am capable of writing an essay that compares the differences between
two or more objects,persons, or places (for example: the difference
between a rose and petunia; a football field anda baseball field).
150.I am capable of writing an essay that tells a story (for example,a car
accident; how to build a house or cook a threecourse meal).224
151.I am capable of writing an essay that describes a person, place or thing
(for example, my best friend, my city, or my pet.
152.I am capable of writing an essay that argues an issue or topic (for
example: gun control,taxes,health care for all).
153.I am confident in arguing and defendingmy ideas.
154.I believe that writing things down helps me to study and learn.
155.I freely keep notes for my school courses/classes.
156.I believe writing with others helps me to see myself as a better writer.APPENDIX D: General Purpose Answer Sheet
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Evaluation of trial statements for the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale
Once again, thank you for serving as a member of this Delphi Panel. The
task before you and the other members of this panel is to assistme in evaluating
a set of trial statements for the development of an instrument for measuring writ-
ing self-efficacy in adult basic education (ABE) students.
I have not set a due date for the return of this packet. I trust that several
weeks will be ample, as I will be compiling the results during the holidays.
Should this not be a sufficient amount of time, kindly letme know so I can ac-
commodate your requests.
I have provided the following detailed 5-step process to assistyou in
evaluating these trial statements:
1) Please read the brief description entitled "Writing Self-Efficacy,"
cf. Appendix A, herein attached. This article will providea definition and a theo-
retical framework to allow you to judge each trial statementas to whether it mea-
sures the construct of writing self-efficacy.227
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2) Having completed the above article on writing self-efficacy, turn to the
proposed Writing Self-Efficacy Scale, also herein attached. Briefly review the
section, General Information, pages 1-2, which is asked of students who will ini-
tially take the scale. Please write any comments or makeany suggestions re-
garding the requested information in this section. Following this scales val-
idation, I will be using this data to conduct further correlations of these factors
with writing self-efficacy.
3) Having completed the General Information Section, please proceed to
the Directions for the Scale, located on page 3. Please review the directions and
kindly provide any comments regarding their clarity. Noteany changes or cor-
rections in the margins.
4) Now proceed to the trial statements of the Writing Self-efficacy Scale,
located on pages 4-16. Please note that this scale is designedacross four parame-
ters of writing. The first section consists of statements that reflect general ques-
tions of self-efficacy surrounding one's own self-assessment, prior experiences,
and overall confidence with writing, as suggested by Palmquist and Young
(1992). The remaining three sections are defined across the parameters of prod-
uct, process, and purpose (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Isaacson, 1990; Hayes &
Flower, 1980; Mosenthal, Tamor, & Walmsley,1983). These sections will not be
highlighted in the original instrument given to students for validation. Trial
statements will be randomly mixed across the entire instrument.
Now turn to the trial statements. Please read each trial statement. Asyou
do so, you are asked to make three separate evaluations for each trial statement,
as described below:
a) Evaluation #1, tobe tabulated on the left side of each trial statement,
concerns the degree to which you think the trial statement reflects the dimension
and construct of writing self-efficacy, as defined in the article, Writing Self-
Efficacy, referred to in Step 1 above. Please rate the trial statement by placingan
X under the word "Agree" if you agree that the trial statement does test the
construct of writing self-efficacy. Place an 1XL under the word "Disagree" ifyou
disagree that the trial statement does not tap the dimension of writing self-
efficacy.
Please note that the items are both negatively and positively worded. I
am concerned primarily with whether you think the trial statement taps the con-
struct of self-efficacy, either positive (high efficacy) or negative (low efficacy).If
you think the item taps either high or low writing self-efficacy, your response
should be "Agree." Please provide any comments following the given trial
statement.228
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b) Evaluation #2. to be tabulated on the right margin, under Writing
Content?, of each trial statement, concerns evaluating the appropriatenessof the
item in terms of the content of writing. Please rate the trialstatement by placing
the letterUYIInext to the item statement if you think it is an appropriate item
specific to the content of writing. If you do not think that thestatement is
appropriate to the specific content of writing, place the letter N" in the right
margin.
c) Evaluation #3 is conducted ONLY if the trial statementmeets the test
for self-efficacy (Evaluation #1 with an "Agree") and meets thetest for writing
content (Evaluation #2 with a letter "Y"). Review the wording of the trial state
ment again, following Edwards' (1957) 14 criteria for editing trial statements of
scales, cf. Appendix B. If you agree that these criteriaare reasonably met, place a
"Y" for "yes, you think it meets with Edwards' criteria." Ifyou don't think so,
place an "N" in this colunm and add any corrections that might make the trial
statement more suitable. Note any changes you are suggesting to be made with
the trial statement or other thoughts under the heading, "Comments."
5) Return your evaluation to me by either placing it inmy mailbox in
Education Hall, Room 210A, shuttling it to OSU Campus,or by mail to Oregon
State University, @ Don Prickel, Education Hall 210A, Corvallis, Oregon 97331,
or to my home, 890 Aspen St., Springfield, Oregon 97477.
Should there be additional questions, you may reachme at Oregon State
University, Education Hall 210A, at the phone number of (503)-737-2536or at my
home phone, (503)-747-8368.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!229
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Writing Self-Efficacy
The term "self-efficacy" is defined by Bandura (1977a) asa person's
belief that he/she has the ability to perform a certain behavior, task,or activity.
Self-efficacy is seen as an expectancy construct and refers to a person's conviction
that he/she has the ability to perform certain behaviors (LaLonde, 1979). It is
distinguished from outcome expectancy, which is defined as a person's estimate
that, if they perform a certain behavior or do a set of tasks or activities, certain
outcomes will follow. For example, a student might believe that if he/she learns
the rules of grammar, and punctuation, and practices the processes of planning,
generat- ing sentences, and revising, he/she will be able to successfully write an
assigned project paper and be promoted to advanced coursework (outcome
expectancy). If, however, this person has serious doubts about his/her ability to
learn grammatical structures and revising processes (efficacy expectancies), skills
required for completing the assigned paper and for course promotion, he/she
might not even attempt or bother to complete the assignment andmay even drop
the course.
Initial studies conducted by Bandura (1977a,b; Bandura, et al., 1980) have
empirically tested specific traits of efficacious and inefficacious people. People
with a low level of self-efficacy tend to fear and avoid situations they believeto
exceed their capabilities, give up easily in the face of disconfirming experience,
attribute their successes to luck or effort rather than ability, and tendto worry
about their performance and the possibility of failure. Highly efficacious people
are more willing to initiate coping behavior in the face of threatening situations,230
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exert more effort and persist longer in the face of adversity or failure, attribute
their successes more to ability rather than effort, and do not becomeovercome
with worry or thoughts of possible failure.
Since self-efficacy theory is best applied to domain-specific contexts, such
as writing (Bandura, 1986b), writing self-efficacy can be defined, therefore, as the
belief that one has the ability to perform writing tasks and writing-related
behaviors. Several key theoretical premises guide the definition as wellas the
development of this study of writing self-efficacy:
1) Complex behavior, as in the case of writing, can not be predicted solely
on the basis of skills development and achievement without knowledge of at-
titude (Shaw & Wright, 1967), and perceived beliefs (Bandura, 1977a,b)
2) As constructs, attitudes and perceived beliefs towards writing, and
writing self-efficacy, play a key role in writing performance and writing related
behaviors (Bandura, 1977a,b; Bandura, et al., 1980; Daly, 1985; Kroll, 1979;
Shaver, 1990).
3) People who perform poorly may do so because they lack the skillsor
have the skills but lack the efficacy to use them (Bandura, 1988).
4) Assessing a person's writing skills includes evaluation of the product,
process, and purpose for which writing takes place (Isaacson, 1990).
On the basis of this brief analysis of writing self-efficacy, trial statements
have been developed to assess the importance of this construct in the teaching
and learning practices of ABE students.
(NOTE: Upon completion of the above reading, please proceed to step 2 to
continue your evaluation of this instrument arid its trial statements.)231
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(To be used for Evaluation #3)
Edwards' 14 Criteria for Editing Trial Statements
1. Avoid statements that refer to the past rather than to the present.
2. Avoid statements that are factual or capable of being interpretedas factual.
3. Avoid statements that may be interpreted in more than one way.
4. Avoid statements that are irrelevant to the psychological object under
consideration.
5. Avoid statements that are likely to be endorsed by almost everyone or by
almost no one.
6. Select statements that are believed to cover the entire range of the affective
scale of interest.
7. Keep the language of the statements clear, simple, and direct.
8. Statements should be short, rarely exceeding 20 words.
9. Each statement should contain only one complete thought.
10. Statements containing universals such as all, always, none, andnever, often
introduce ambiguity and should be avoided.
11. Words such as only, just, merely, and others of a similar nature should be
used with care and moderation in writing statements.
12. Whenever possible, statements should be in the form of simple sentences
rather than in the form of compound or complex sentences.
13. Avoid the use of words that may not be understood by those whoare to be
given the completed scale.
14. Avoid the use of double negatives.232
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WRITING SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
Name:
first name middle initial(optional) first initial only of last name
GENERAL INFORMATION
Directions: Please complete the following information about yourself:
1) Age: 2) Sex: Male Female
3) Last grade completed in school: (Please circle)
0-7891011121314 1516+
4) Marital Status: (Please circle)
married single separated
divorced widowed
5) Race/Ethnic Background: (Please Check)
American Indian or Asian or Pacific Islander
Alaskan Indian Hispanic
White/Caucasian Black/African American
Other (specify):
6) Is English your first language? (please circle) Yes No
7) Are you currently employed? (please circle)Yes No
if yes, circle if you are: fullorpart-time
8) Number of jobs you've had in your lifetime?
9) Number of jobs at which you have been fired?
10) Are you currently enrolled in a formal writing or English composition class?
(Please circle) YesNo233
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11) List courses in which you have experienced frustrationor difficulties while in
school:
12) Circle the average grade you achieved while taking the followingcourses in
school:
Language Arts (reading,
literature, speech)
Math
A
ABCDF
BCD F
Writing ABCD F
Sciences ABCD F
Arts&Music ABCD F
Shop/Trades
P.E/Sports
A
A
B
B
C
C
D F
D F
13) Were you ever kept back or retained from moving to the next grade?
(Please circle)YesNo
if yes, which grade(s):
14) Who are the main people who support andencourage you to be in school:
(Please check the following)
Parents Spouse/Primary Partner
Friends Brothers/Sisters
Clergy Other Relatives (aunts, uncles, cousins)
Professionals Support Groups
Employer Co-workers
Other:
PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. THANK YOU234
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Directions for completing the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale:
Below are a series of statements about writing. They describemany feelings and
thoughts people have about writing.Please answer these statementsas
honestly as you can. Respond in terms of your PRESENT circumstancesas a
student and writer. DO NOT ANSWER IN TERMS OF HOW YOU WOULD
LIKE TO BE OR HOW YOU SEE YOURSELF BECOMING IN THEFUTURE.
Please indicate the degree to which you feel confident in performingeach
statement today by circling the letters that correspond to the following scale:
SD= you strongly disagree; you never feel thisway.
D = you disagree; you don't feel this wayvery often.
U= you are not sure how you feel; you are mostly undecided.
A = you agree; you feel this way most of the times.
SA= you strongly agree; you always feel thisway.
Before you begin, here is an example. Supposeyou were asked to
respond to the following statement:
I am able to list my ideas on paper first, before I beginto write.
Suppose you never list your ideas on paper before writing, but thisis what you
would like to be able to do in the future.
A proper response would be: SD= strongly disagree.
SPECIAL NOTE TO MEMBERS OF THE DELPHI PANEL:
A typical trial statement from this scale that requiresa response by ABE
students will look like the following example:
stronglydisagre unsure agree strongly
disagree agree
1) I like what I write. SDD U A SA
For your convenience and for savingspace, I have omitted the rating scale,
replacing it with the three evaluations requested fromyou, as presented below.235
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General Self-Efficacy:
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree Disagree
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
1) I can become a good writer, if I really try.
Comment(s)?:
2) I perceive myself as a much better
writer than my peers.
Comment(s)?:
3) I know I can be a good writer if I only
work hard at it.
Comment(s)?:
4) I can be a good writer if I learn the proper
rules and strategies.
Comment(s)?:
5) I just know, that sooner or later, Ill
become a good writer.
Comment(s)?:
6) I am capable of writing essays that
are free of errors.
Comment(s)?:
7) I like what I write.
Comment(s)?:
8) I believe that I can be a better
writer than I am now.
Comment(s)?:
9) I am capable of setting clear
goals when I write.
Comment(s)?:
10) Writing is a chore for me.
Comment(s)?:236
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Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree Disagree
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
11) One basic skill task that I'm not
good at is writing.
Comment(s)?:
12) I believe that I write better than I speak.
Comment(s)?:
13) I believe that I write better than I read.
Comment(s)?:
14) It takes me a long time to write an essay,
but the effort is worth it.
Comment(s)?:
15) I have nothing important to write about.
Comment(s)?:
16) Its no use. I'll never be a good writer.
Comment(s)?:
17) Writers are born not made.
Comment(s)?:
18) Having a lot of corrections on my
writing assignments means that
I'm a poor writer.
Comment(s)?:
19) I wish I could write as well as
other students.
Comment(s)?:
20) Women are better writers than men.
Comment(s)?:
21) I complete writing assignments
as fast as I can.
Comment(s)?:237
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Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree Disagree
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
22) I seldom write.
Comment(s)?:
23) My teachers have never agreed with how
I write.
Comment(s)?:
24) My teachers don't understand how I write.
Comment(s)?:
25) I dislike writing and English classes.
Comment(s)?:
26) In writing classes/courses, I
fear getting my papers back.
Comment(s)?:
27) 1 am proud to share what I write
with my peers.
Comment(s)?:
28) I avoid writing when I can.
Comment(s)?:
29) When asked to write,
I get nervous.
Comment(s)?:
30) I avoid writing, whenever I can.
Comment(s)?:
31) Thinking about writing makes
my mind go blank.
Comment(s)?:
32) I don't like it when my peers
read my writing.
Comment(s)?:p.13/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree Disagree
33) I do not choose jobs that
require much writing.
Comment(s)?:
34) I dislike having my writing graded.
Comment(s)?:
35) When I make a writing error or
mistake, it only makes me try harder.
Comment(s)?:
36) When I face a problem in writing, I am
still able to feel good about myself.
Comment(s)?:
37) Writing helps me express my feelings.
Comment(s)?:
38) Writing helps me to clarify my thoughts.
Comment(s)?:
Elements of the Product of Writing
39) When I have trouble getting ideas to
write about, I tend to get frustrated
and give up.
Comment(s)?:
40) When writing, I am confident that I can
think of words to express my ideas.
Comment(s)?:
41) I am able to think of many things
to write about.
Comment(s)?:
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)239
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Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
42) When I stop, pause, and think for a time,
I am able to get more new ideas to
write about.
Comment(s)?:
43) I believe in my ability to express
my ideas in sentences.
Comment(s)?:
44) Because I don't know many words,
I find it difficult to write what
1 want to say.
Comment(s)?:
45) It is my belief that the more I write, the more
new words I will be able to learn to use.
Comment(s)?:
46) I am like every writer. I go through periods
when I can't think of a word to describe
my ideas or thoughts.
Comment(s)?:
47) I am confident that I can write essays with
simple and clear words.
Comment(s)?:
48) When I start to write, I can come up
with many good ideas.
Comment(s)?:
49) As I write, I repeat the same words
over and over again.
Comment(s)?:
50) When I write, I fear that my ideas are
not clear to the reader.
Comment(s)?:p.15/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
51)1 am able to write in a logical manner.
Comment(s)?:
52) I can express my ideas in a sequence.
Comment(s)?:
53) It is hard for me to start writing.
Comment(s)?:
54) I dont like others to read my writing.
Comment(s)?:
55) I get nervous when I start writing.
Comment(s)?:
56) 1 have difficulty in writing a good
beginning sentence.
Comment(s)?:
57) When I write a story or a paragraph,
I have confidence in ending it with
a clear statement (conclusion).
Comment(s)?:
58) When writing, I am unable to
stay on one topic or subject.
Comment(s)?:
59) When I write, I find it hard to give
reasons for my views.
Comment(s)?:
60) When writing, I am able to organizemy
ideas.
Comment(s)?:
61) When I write a paragraph, I am able to
clearly state the main idea.
Comment(s)?:
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)p.16/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
62) I believe that I can give examples and
reasons to support my thoughts in
writing.
Comment(s)?:
63) If I had better handwriting, I would
be a better writer.
Comment(s)?:
64) If I could learn to be a good speller,
I would be a good writer.
Comment(s)?:
65) I'll never be able to capitalize words
correctly.
Comment(s)?:
66) To be a good writer, I believe I must
punctuate correctly (use periods,
commas, etc.).Comment(s)?:
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Writing Meets
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Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
67) Unless I am able to correct my spellingerrors
I'll never be able to be a good writer.
Comment(s)?:
68) My belief is that errors in punctuation and
grammar stop me from being a good
writer.
Comments(s)?:
69) I lack confidence in knowing whether
my words form a complete sentence.
Comment(s)?:
70) I use the same type of sentence patterns
throughout my writing. For example:
I like to swim. I play golf. I go to school.
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Writing
Self-Efficacy?
AgreeDisagree
71)! believe that to be a good writer I must
use many different types of sentences.
This fact scares me.
Comment(s)?:
72) I am afraid of using poor grammar
when I write.
Comment(s)?:
73) When I write, I feel confident in using the
correct nouns with the correct verbs.
Comment(s)?:
74) When I write, I am able to use the correct
subjects and verbs to make sentences.
Comment(s)?:
75) I am unable to write my ideas simply
without using run-on sentences and
extra words.
Comment(s)?:
242
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Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No
76) Ill never be able to use the correct pronouns
(he, she ,it, etc.) to describe persons,
places,and things.
Comment(s)?:
77)1 am confident in knowing when and
where to use commas (,).
Comment(s)?:
78) I am confident in knowing when and
where to use semi-colons(;).
Comment(s)?:
79) I am confident in knowing when and
where to use colons (:).
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Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
80) I am confident in knowing when and
where to use periods (.).
Comment(s)?:
81) I am confident in knowing when and
where to use exclamation points (!).
Comment(s)?:
82) I am confident in knowing when and
where to use question marks (?).
Comment(s)?:
83) I feel uncomfortable when using
words that are new to me.
Comment(s)?:
84) When I write, I worry that others
will not like my choice of words.
Comment(s)?:
85) 1 am capable of using unusual and
creative words in my writing.
Comment(s)?:
86) When I write, I can never find the
correct words to express my ideas.
Comment(s)?:
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Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
87) I believe that having to use a dictionary
or thesaurus means I am a poor writer.
Comment(s)?:
88) I am not confident in using a variety of
words to express myself.
Comment(s)?:
89) When writing, I believe that the words
I choose do say what I really mean.
Comment(s)?:p.19/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
90) I am confident that I can write stories!
essays that express my ideas.
Comment(s)?:
Elements of Process
91) I am able to plan my thoughts before
writing.
Comment(s)?:
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Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
92) When I write, I am confident in keeping my
thoughts narrowed to a specific subject
or topic.
Comment(s)?:
93) I am able to plan out my ideas carefully
before I write.
Comment(s)?:
94) I am not confident in putting my ideas
in outline or note form before I write.
Comment(s)?:
95) I am not confident that puttingmy
thoughts down on paper helps
me to write.
Comment(s)?:
96) I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
Comment(s)?:
97) I prepare an outline or similar sketch
before I begin to write.
Comment(s)?:
98) Before I write, I am willing to discuss
my topic with others.
Comment(s)?:p.20/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
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Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
99) As a writer, I spend a large amount of
time thinking of what should be written
and how it will be expressed.
Comment(s)?:
100) When I have to write an essay or report,
I get nervous about how to start.
Comment(s)?:
101)1 am able to list my ideas on paper first,
before I begin to write.
Comment(s)?:
102) 1 am confident that my ideas focus
only on one idea at a time.
Comment(s)?:
103) Once I start to write, I must keep writing
or I'll lose my train of thought.
Comment(s)?:
104) I feel that taking pauses or
breaks will interfere with my writing.
Comment(s)?:
105) I am confident that every paragraph I
write has a main idea.
Comment(s)?:
106) I am confident that my ideas follow in
a definite sequence.
Comment(s)?:
107) I am able to write a paragraph that ends with
a conclusion or summary of the main idea.
Comment(s)?:
108) I am confident that my examples, facts, and
details support my written ideas.
Comment(s)?:p.21/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree Disagree
109)! believe that getting ideas from others
helps me to be a better writer.
Comment(s)?:
110) When I write, I believe it is not necessary
to use a specific strategy or approach.
Comment(s)?:
111) Doing workbook exercises helps me to
improve my writing.
Comment(s)?:
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Content? Edwards?
es (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
112)1 believe that frequently rereading what I've
written makes me a better writer.
Comment(s)?:
113) Pausing to think while I write gets in the
way of my actual writing.
Comment(s)?:
114) When writing, I am confident in
correcting my own errors.
Comment(s)?:
115) Being willing to discuss what I have
written with others helps me to
improve my writing.
Comment(s)?:
116)1 review each sentence I write to make
sure it is free of errors.
Comment(s)?:
117)1 am confident in finding my own
writing errors.
Comment(s)?:
18) On my own, I reread what I write.
Comment(s)?:p.22/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
119) On my own, I revise what I write.
Comment(s)?:
247
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Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
120) 1 spend most of my time revising my ideas
rather than paying attention to spelling
and punctuation.
Comment(s)?:
121)1 am confident that I can write sentences
by making sure my verb agrees with
my subject (example: The three boys
pifootball. The girl plays soccer.)
Comment(s)?:
122) I am confident that I can write sentences
by making sure to use pronouns correctly
to refer to nouns. (example: Jill
remembered the funhad riding
horse.)
Comment(s)?:
123) I am confident in making sentences
relate to each other.
Comment(s)?:
124) When I revise my paragraphs, I am
confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.
Comment(s)?:
Elements of Purpose/Context
125) I am able to write with a definite goal
in mind/for example,to finish an
assignment, to write a letter, to
complete a report.
Comment(s)?:p.23/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
126) I am confident that my writing is
understood by those who read it.
Comment(s)?:
127) I keep the reader in mind while I'm
writing an essay.
Comment(s)?:
128) I am capable of writing differently
depending on the given situation
(e.g. phone message, work report,
class assignment)
Comment(s)?:
129) I write differently, based on who
will read my writing (for example,
my teacher,my boss, a friend, etc.).
Comment(s)?:
130) I am confident in writing answers
to exam or test questions.
Comment(s)?:
131) I am confident in writing answers
to chapter questions and homework
assignments.
Comment(s)?:
132) I am confident in writing an essay
about a trip I took, the city I live in,
or my hobbies and interests.
Comment(s)?:
133) I am confident in writing a research
report such as an essay about seasons,
science, ecology, or crime.
Comment(s)?:
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)p.24/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing Writing
Self-Efficacy? Content?
AgreeDisagree Yes (Y)--No (N)
134)1 am confident in writing accurate
messages given to me by others.
Comment(s)?:
135) I am confident in accurately writing down
important work assignments given
to me.
Comment(s)?:
136) I am confident in being able to complete forms,
such as work-orders and application
forms.
Comment(s)?:
137) When I write, I am not confident
that others who read it will like it.
Comment(s)?:
138) I believe that I am unable to complete a
writing assignment in a manner acceptable
to a teacher.
Comment(s)?:
139) I believe that I am unable to complete
a writing assignment in a manner
acceptable to my boss or employer.
Comment(s)?:
140) I believe that I am unable to complete
a writing assignment in a manner
acceptable to my friends or relatives.
Comment(s)?:
141) I am capable of writing notes to my boss.
Comment(s)?:
142) I am capable of writing letters to my
friends and family.
Comment(s)?:
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Meets
Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)p.25/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
143) I am capable of taking phone messages.
Comment(s)?:
144) I am confident that I can write a
job resume.
Comment(s)?:
145) I can express feelings in my writings.
Comment(s)?:
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Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
146) I am confident that I can do creative writing,
such as poetry, plays, short stories and poems.
Comment(s)?:
147) I believe it is easier to write about things I
choose to those chosen by my teachers.
Comment(s)?:
148) I am capable of writing an essay that tells how
to do something (e.g: change a flat tire,
obtain a checking account).
Comment(s)?:
149) I am capable of writing an essay that compares
the differences between two or more objects,
persons, or places (for example: the difference
between a rose and petunia; a football field
and a baseball field).
Comment(s)?:
50) I am capable of writing an essay that tellsa
story (for example, a car accident; how to
build a house or cook a three
course meal).
Comment(s)?:
151) I am capable of writing an essay that describes
a person, place or thing (for example, my
best friend, my city, or my pet.
Comment(s)?:p.26/Delphi Panel/ Scale
Writing
Self-Efficacy?
Agree - Disagree
251
Writing Meets
Content? Edwards?
Yes (Y)--No (N)Yes (Y)--No (N)
152) I am capable of writing an essay that argues
an issue or topic (for example: gun control, taxes,
health care for all).
Comment(s)?:
153) I am confident in arguing and defending
my ideas.
Comment(s)?:
154) I believe that writing things
down helps me to study and learn.
Comment(s)?:
155) I freely keep notes for my school
courses / classes.
Comment(s)?:
156) I believe writing with others helps me
to see myself as a better writer.
Comment(s)?:252
APPENDIX F: Instructions for Administering the Provisional
Writing Self-efficacy Scale
February 16, 1994
MEMORANDUM: INSTRUCTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING
THE WRITING SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
TO: STAFF OF ABE/GED/ESL PROGRAMS,
OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGES
FROM: Don Prickel
Graduate Research Assistant
Doctoral Candidate
Oregon State University
Dear Colleague,
I want to immediately thank you for your assistance in the validation of a
writing self-efficacy scale, designed specifically for adult basic writers. I have
included a brief paper that defines writing self-efficacy. It is my belief that the
development of this instrument will not only give us additional insight into
teaching writing to our ABE students, but it will provide us with a validated
instrument for teachers to informally assess the writing skills of students and
also for students to self-assess themselves.
To administer the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale, please follow the steps
outlined below:
1) Make sure that each student has a #2 pencil to be used with theac
companying "General Purpose Answer Sheet" from Oregon State University's
Computer Center.
2) Read to them the following:
"You, as students, are being asked to participate in a study about
your beliefs and skills of writing. This study is being conducted by
Don Prickel, a doctoral student from Oregon State University. By
participating in completing this scale, you are acknowledging that
you have been informed that the results will be used as part of a
research study of students like you, thatyou are voluntarily choos-
ing to participate, that you have the freedom not to participate if
you choose, and that in no way will your name be asked, thereby
protecting your identity and maintaining your confidentiality.. Now,
as an additional reminder, please do not write your name on any of253
page 2/Instructions
these forms, not on the writing scale, and not on the first page of the
computer answer sheet."(pause)
"Are there any questions? (pause) Are there any of you who do not
wish to voluntarily participate in completing this writing scale?"
Please allow those students to engage in an optional activity while
the scale is being administered. Now proceed to the following steps.
3) Please read the "Directions for completing the Writing Self-Efficacy
Scale", page 1 of the Scale, to the students. Explain that responses must be made
on the "General Purpose Answer Sheet" by marking only one circle response per
trial statement. Also remind students that they need not complete any in-
formation on the form, such as name, social security, etc.
4) You may also read any or all the trial statements to the students as they
respond to the scale. This will not invalidate the scale!
5) Explain that, for each trial statement, they are encouraged to choose
their first and immediate response among the five categories. Do not allow for
much deliberation. Reading each trial statement may help you to pace the
administration of this scale.
Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me at the following
numbers:(home) 503-747-8368 (Springfield)
(work) 503- 737-2536 (OSU School of Education)
You need only mail the computer forms to:
Don Prickel
890 Aspen Street
Springfield, Oregon 97477
Once again, thank you ever so much for your help with this project!254
APPENDIX G: Writing Self-efficacy Scale
I WRITING SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
I
Directions for completing the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale:
Below are a series of statements about Writing Self-Efficacy. Writing
Self-Efficacy may be defined as the belief you have in yourself to performa
certain activity or task. By completing this scale, you are helping teachersto be
more effective and find better ways to teach writing skills to students like you.
Thank you for your help!
The statements, which follow, ask about your beliefs about writing.
Please answer these statements as honestly as youcan. Respond in terms of
your PRESENT circumstances as a student and writer. In other words, answer
in terms of what is true for you now,nIin terms of what you hope for the
future.
In order to protect your identity, and keep this scale strictly confidential,
you are not asked to give your name. Each scale is coded with a "responder
number" to keep track of the many different responses froma large number of
students from community colleges throughout Oregon. In thisway, we
promise to keep your name confidential. The responses to these statements will
be analyzed in a way that won't identifyyou or any specific individual.
To answer the following statements, please use the General Purpose
Answer Sheet. using a #2 pencil. Please indicate the degree to whichyou feel
confident in performing each statement today by filling in theresponse circle
on the computer answer sheet) that corresponds to your feelings on the
following scale below:
A= If you strongly disagree; you never feel this way.
B= If you disagree; you don't feel this way very often.
C= If you are unsure how you feel; you are mostly undecided.
D = If you agree: you feel this way most of the time.
E= If you strongly agree; you always feel this way.
Before you begin, here is an example. Supposeyou were asked to
respond to the following statement:
I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
Suppose you have always had problems writinga good sentence. What
may be true for you right now is that you fear you will never be able to write
good sentences. Therefore
A proper response would be: A= strongly disagree.255
Writing Self-Efficacy Scale
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Agree
1) I have the ability to become a good writer,A B C D E
if I really want to.
2) I am able to plan out my ideas carefully A B C D E
before I write.
3) I am afraid of using poor grammar whenA B C D E
I write.
4)1 am able to write in a logical manner. A B C D E
5) I am unable to write an essay that arguesA B C D E
an issue or topic (for example: gun control,
taxes, health care for all).
6) I am proud to share what I write with myA B C D E
peers.
7) I am not confident in putting my ideas inA B C D E
outline or note form before I write.
8) I believe that the words in my writing A B C D E
do say what I really mean.
9) I am not capable of writing good essays. A B C D E
10) I believe that errors in punctuation and A B C D E
grammar stop me from being a good writer.
11) I can use correct nouns with correct verbs.A B C D E
12) I am not confident that my writing is A B C D E
understood by those who read it.
13) I am able to list my ideas on paper first, A B C D E
before I begin to write.
14) When writing, I am confident that I canA B C D E
think of words to express my ideas.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agreep.2/scale
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Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
15) When writing, I lack confidence in A B C D E
correcting my own errors.
16) When I write, it is difficult to find the A B C D E
correct words to express my ideas.
17)1 am confident that I can write essays with A B C D E
simple and clear words.
18)1 am confident that I can sequence my ideas.A B C D E
19) When I write, I fear that my ideas are A B C D E
not clear to the reader.
20) When I write a story or a paragraph, I A B C D E
have confidence in ending it with a clear statement.
21) I am not confident in writing an essay A B C D E
or story.
22) When I write, I find it hard to give reasons A B C D E
for my views.
23) I am confident in making sentences relate A B C D E
to each other.
24) I go through periods when I can't think A B C D E
of a word to describe my ideas or thoughts.
25) When I write, I am confident in keepingA B C D E
my thoughts narrowed to a specific topic.
26) I am not confident that my writing A B C D E
focuses on only one idea at a time.
27) I am unable to write my ideas without A B C D E
using run-on sentences.
28) I believe that I can write good examples A B C D E
to support my thoughts in writing.
StronglyDisagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree257
p.3/scale
StronglyDisagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
29) Iam not able to put my words together A B C D E
to form a complete sentence.
30)Iam able to use the correct subjects andA B C D E
verbs to make sentences, when I write.
31) Iam capable of writing differently de- A B C D E
pending on the given situation (e.g. phone message,
work report, class assignment).
32) Iam unable to think of a good conclusion A B C D E
or summary for my paragraph.
33) Iam confident in arguing and defendingA B C D E
my ideas in writing.
34) Iam confident I know when and where to A B C D E
use proper punctuation(,.;).
35) Iam not confident that I'm good at writing.A B C D E
36) Iam not confident in writing clear A B C D E
answers to test and/or exam questions.
37) Iam not confident in using a variety of A B C D E
words.
38) Iam confident that my examples, facts,A B C D E
and details support my written ideas.
39) Ido not choose jobs that require much A B C D E
writing.
40) When I have trouble getting ideas to write A B C D E
about, I tend to get frustrated and give up.
41)1am not confident in finding my own A B C D E
writing errors.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree258
p.4/scale
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
42) I am caDable of writing a ararah A B C D E
that describes a person, place or thing
(for example, a friend, my city, a pet).
43) I am able to plan my thoughts before A B C
writing.
44) Being willing to discuss what I have A B C
written with others helps me to improve my writing.
45) I am capable of writing an essay that tellsA B C
how to do something (e.g.: change a flat tire,
obtain a checking account).
46) I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.A B C
47) When asked to write, I get nervous. A B C
48) I am capable of writing a composition that A B C
tells a story (for example, a car accident; how to
build a house; cook a three course meal).
49) I believe that I am unable to complete a A B C
writing assignment in a manner acceptable to any teacher.
50) I am confident in writing answers to A B C
chapter questions and homework assignments.
51) I don't have anything important to writeA B C
about.
52) I believe that frequently rereading whatA B C
I've written makes me a better writer.
53) I am confident in writing accurate A B C
messages given to me by others.
54)1 can write better than I read. A B C
55) When I start to write, I can come up with A B C
many good ideas.
D E
D F
D E
D E
D F
D E
D E
D E
I,
I,
pp
D E
D E
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree259
p.5/scale
Strongly DisagreeUnsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
56) When I revise my paragraphs, I am A B C D E
confident in finding my spelling and punctuationerrors.
57) Writing helps me express my feelings. A B C D E
58) I can be a good writer if I work hard at it.A B C D E
59) I am able to write with a definite goal inA B C D E
mind, (for example, to finish an assignment,to
write a letter, to complete a report).
60) When writing, I am unable to organize A B C D E
my ideas.
61) I have difficulty writing phone messages.A B C D E
62) I can write better than I speak. A B C D E
63) I have difficulty in writing a good A B C D E
beginning sentence.
64) I am confident that I can write stories A B C D E
that express my ideas.
65) I believe I can clearly express my ideas A B C D E
in sentences.
66) I am not confident in being able to A B C D E
complete forms, such as work-orders andapplications.
67) I believe I can be a better writer than A B C D F
I am now.
68) I believe that I am unable to complete a A B C D E
writing assignment in a manner
acceptable to my boss or employer.
69) I am capable of writing letters to my A B C D E
friends and family.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree260
p.6/scale
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Unsure Agree Strongly
Agree
70) I am confident that I can do creative A B C D E
writing such as poetry, plays, short stories, poems.
71) I am unable to clearly state the main idea, A B C D E
when I write a paragraph.
72) I am capable of writing an essay that A B C D E
compares the differences between two or more objects,
persons, or places (for example: the difference
between a rose and petunia; a football field
and a baseball field).
73) I can express my ideas in a sequence. A B C D E
74) I am confident that I can accurately writeA B C D E
down important work assignments given to me.
75) I dislike having my writing graded. A B C D E
76) I am capable of using unusual and A B C D E
creative words in my writing.
77) I believe I am a better writer than A B C D E
my peers.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree AgreeAPPENDIX H
Table 30
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(30.01-30.25) Data for item statements accepted for writing self-efficacy scale
(See Appendix J).
Table 30.01: Item #9 (Item #1 on Revised Scale: "I am capable of writing good
essays.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev b U A SA
1o27 105 2.276 1.173 6 8 22 32 30
hi 27 108 4.240 0.852 42 44 10 2 2
Total 484 3.194 1.269 12 18 24 28 17
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5897 13.95
Table 30.02: Item #10 (Item #2 on Revised Scale: "I believe that errors in
punctuation and grammar stop me from being a good writer.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev ) D U A SA
1o27 105 2.276 1.221 6 13 11 37 30
h127 108 3.713 1.094 23 44 16 10 4
Total 483 2.907 1.344 18 28 14 25 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5897 9.04
Table 30.03: Item #12 (Item #3 on Revised Scale: "I am confident that my writing
is understood by those who read it.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.495 1.039 5 10 30 38 7
hi27 108 4.055 0.734 24 60 11 15 0
Total 484 3.113 1.154 8 24 26 29 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5473 12.63262
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.04: Item #14 (Item #4 on Revised Scale: "When writing, Iam confident
that I can think of words to express my ideas.")
quençyof Repnses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.476 1.119 21 34 23 17 4
hi 27 108 4.314 0.651 0 1 7 52 40
Total 487 3.437 1.212 9 15 19 38 19
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5866 14.61
Table 30.05: Item #15 (Item #5 on Revised Scale: "When writing, I lack
confidence in correcting my own errors.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.161 1.001 4 7 13 51 23
hi 27 108 3.963 0.937 27 54 9 8 2
Total 489 2.978 1.244 12 31 17 28 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5183 13.55
Table 30.06: Item #20: (Item #6 on Revised Scale: "When I writea story or
paragraph, I have confidence in ending it with a clear statement.")
requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.476 1.029 14 43 28 9 6
hi27 108 4.138 0.814 1 4 11 51 33
Total 487 3.298 1.131 7 18 26 34 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6002 13.05263
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.07: Item #16 (Item #7 on Revised Scale: "When I write, it is difficult to
find the correct words to express my ideas.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 1.990 1.033 3 8 10j43 35
hi 27 108 3.740 1.045 22 46 15f14 3
Total 488 2.814 1.267 16 33 14[27 10
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5263 12.29
Table 30.08: Item #23 (Item #8 on Revised Scale: "I am confident in making
sentences relate to each other.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.571 1.082 16 34 28 15 5
hi 27 108 3.981 0.843 2 7 7 64 21
Total 484 3.310 1.105 7 19 23 41 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5281 10.59
Table 30.09: Item #21 (Item #9 on Revised Scale: "I am not confident in writing
an essay or story.")
requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.019 1.065 5 4 17 37 36
hi27 108 4.185 0.787 34 55 4 7 0
Total 487 3.039 1.287 14 25 17 30 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6498 16.84264
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.10: Item #22 (Item #10 on Revised Scale: "When I write, I find it hard to
give reasons for my views.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.247 0.918 3 7 20 52 17
hi27 108 4.157 0.856 37 46 10 5 1
Total 485 3.101 1.199 8 29 20 29 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6103 15.70
Table 30.11: Item #33 (Item #11 on Revised Scale: "I am confident in arguing and
defending my ideas in writing.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SDb U A SA
1o27 105 2.609 1.105 13 36 32 8 8
hi 27 108 4.277 0.830 2 3 7 44 44
Total 485 3.423 1.165 6 19 22 34 19
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5795 12.43
Table 30.12: Item #35 (Item #12 on Revised Scale: "Iam not confident that I am a
good writer.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SDb U A SA
1o27 105 2.171 1.122 8 4 8 51 25
hi27 108 4.166 0.755 34 49 13 4 0
Total 483 3.041 1.276 13 27 20 26 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5948 15.18265
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.13: Item #38 (Item #13 on Revised Scale: "I am confident that my
examples, facts, and details support my written ideas.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.685 1.031 9 39 27 18 5
hi 27 108 4.287 0.565 0 0 7 60 37
Total 485 3.427 1.049 5 14 26 42 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6492 14.00
Table 30.14: Item #36 (Item #14 on Revised Scale:UIam not confident in writing
clear answers to test and/or exam questions.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.019 0.971 2 7 13 43 32
hi27 108 3.879 0.964 25 52 11 10 2
Total 483 2.917 1.228 13 30 17 30 10
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5999 14.03
Table 30.15: Item #48 (Item #15 on Revised Scale: "I am capable of writing a
composition that tells a story (for example, a car accident; how to build a house;
cook a three-course meal.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D UI A SA
1o27 105 2.533 1.136 19 34 26 12 9
hi27 108 4.111 0.777 10 10 10 58 12
Total 480 3.406 1.182 9 15 20 41 16
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5309 11.80266
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.16: Item #41 (Item #16 on Revised Scale: "I am not confident in finding
my own writing errors.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.200 1.104 5 11 9 46 26
hi27 108 3.796 1.030 25 47 15 11 2
Total 483 2.954 1.247 12 31 17 28 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5149 10.90
Table 30.17: Item #56 (Item #17 on Revised Scale: "When I revise my
paragraphs, I am confident in finding my own spelling and punctuation
errors.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.390 1.139 23 33 26 10 5
hi 27 108 3.907 0.902 2 3 20 50 25
Total 478 3.105 1.196 10 24 24 30 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5013 10.75
Table 30.18: Item #46 (Item #18 on Revised Scale: "1 lack confidence in
organizing my ideas.")
'requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.200 0.955 3 8 14 53 20
hi 27 108 3.888 1.017 24 55 8 7 6
Total 477 2.979 1.186 10 31 20 29 10
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5446 12.50267
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.19: Item #64 (Item #19 on Revised Scale: "I am confident that I can
write stories that express my ideas.")
Freauencv of Resoonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.457 0.991 16 38 32 8 4
hi 27 108 4.287 0.670 1 1 4 54 38
Total 478 3.358 1.155 8 17 23 37 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6446 15.74
Table 30.20: Item #63 (Item #20 on Revised Scale: "I have difficulty in writing a
good beginning sentence.")
Freouencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.181 0.938 1 9 20 45 24
hi 27 108 3.925 0.904 27 50 14 9 0
Total 477 3.096 1.196 10 27 21 30 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5670 13.82
Table 30.21: Item #65 (Item #21 on Revised Scale: "I believe I can clearly express
my ideas in sentences.")
reauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 105 2.466 0.971 13 40 32 8 4
hi 27 108 4.092 0.081 3 3 5 62 29
Total 483 3.323 1.093 7 17 25 40 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6332 13.07APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.22: Item #60 (Item #22 on Revised Scale: "Whwriting, I am unable to
oganize my ideas.")
requency of Responses fri %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.619 1.147 7 16 21 40 14
hi 27 108 4.009 0.912 30 50 11 8 1
Total 478 3.288 1.146 7 24 21 36 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4836 9.78
Table 30.23: Item #70 (Item #23 on Revised Scale: "I am confident that I can do
creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short stories, poems.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.885 1.103 47 28 12 6 3
hi27 108 3.814 1.177 3 10 24 26 37
Total 483 2.776 1.389 24 22 22 15 16
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5453 12.34
Table 30.24: Item #71 (Item #24 on Revised Scale: "I am unable to clearly state
the main idea, when I write a paragraph.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 105 2.600 1.006 4 15 29 39 11
hi 27 108 4.213 0.749 36 55 5 4 0
Total 471 3.316 1.135 6 22 23 35 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5971 13.24'S.
APPENDIX H: showing Table 30 (Continued)
Table 30.25: Item #76 (Item #25 on Revised Scale: "I am capable of using
unusual and creative words in my writing.')
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SE) L) U A SA
1027 105 2.285 0.988 22 40 28 5 4
hi27 108 3.879 0.101 5 4 17 45 29
Total 483 3.109 1.193 10 22 28 26 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5374 11.43
Notes:
1. Item-statements #37 and #47 were rejected due topoor factor loadings
during second factor analysis, phase 1.
2. Item-statements #30 and #40 were rejected due topoor factor loadings
during third factor analysis, phase 1.
These statements are included under Appendix I.APPENDIX I
Table 31
(31.01-31.52) Item statements from the provisional scale rejected as valid items
for the revised writing self-efficacy scale.
Table 31.01: Item #1 ("1 have the ability to become a good writer, if I really want
to.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SI)I) U A SA
1o27 104 2.771 1.129 17 20 36 20 5
hi 27 108 4.398 0.735 0 2 9 36 53
Total 489 3.620 1.157 6 Iii 22 36 25
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5292 12.42
Table 31.02: Item #2 ("I am able to plan out my ideas carefully before I write.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SI) D U A SA
lo 27 104 2.523 0.931 12 38 35 13 2
hi27 108 3.916 0.799 0 5 12 68 18
Total 489 3.299 1.069 5 20 26 39 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4698 11.70
Table 31.03: Item #3 ("I am afraid of using poor grammar when I write.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev9) D U A SA
1o27 104 2.133 1.233 8 13 3 40 37
hi 27 108 2.990 1.301 16 26 13 37 12
Total 485 2.538 1.296 23 38 11 18 10
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.2416 4.94271
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.04: Item #4 ("1 am able to write in a logical manner.")
'requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.619 0.934 12 34 37 17 0
hi 27 108 3.963 0.864 4 0 15 58 22
Total 478 3.320 1.091 7 16 29 36 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4586 10.90
Table 31.05: Item #5 ("I am unable to write an essay that arguesan issue or topic
{for example: gun control, taxes, health care for all}.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.791 1.214 11 17 29 27 16
hi27 108 3.722 1.289 33 35 14 8 9
Total 489 3.299 1.069 6 11 22 36 25
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.2881 5.43
Table 31.06: Item #6 ("I am proud to share what I write withmy peers.u)
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.457 1.185 22 39 14 18 6
hi27 108 3.814 1.105 3 6 21 43 26
Total 487 3.072 1.239 12 24 23 28 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4422 8.97272
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.07: Item #7 ("I am not confident in putting my ideas in outlineor note
form before I write.")
1requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.971 1.189 6 16 23 34 20
hi27 108 4.259 0.741 19 43 22 13 3
Total 488 3.088 1.179 10 25 24 30 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3663 6.99
Table 31.08: Item #8 ("I believe that the words in my writing dosay what I really
mean.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.971 1.189 10 24 26 28 10
hi 27 108 4.259 0.741 1 3 7 51 38
Total 485 3.689 1.119 5 12 16 43 24
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4959 9.52
Table 31.09: Item #11 ("I can use correct nouns with correct verbs.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.428 1.036 18 40 27 11 4
hi27 108 3.731 0.913 1 9 25 46 19
Total 488 3.037 1.130 9 24 30 27 10
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4635 9.72273
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.10: Item #13(UIam able to list my ideas on paper first, before I begin to
write.")
Freciuencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.800 1.155 11 36 21 24 8
hi 27 108 3.963 1.049 3 10 6 48 33
Total 486 3.372 1.196 8 21 14 41 16
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3813 7.68
Table 31.11: Item #17 ("1 am confident that I can writeessays with simple and
clear words.")
Freciuencv of Resvonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.628 1.162 18 30 30 14 8
hi27 108 4.129 0.786 2 1 11 55 31
Total 487 3.400 1.099 7 14 26 39 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5521 11.01
Table 31.12: Item #18 ("I am confident that Ican sequence my ideas.")
Freauencv of Resoonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SE) D U A SA
1o27 104 2.476 0.942 12 45 32 6 5
hi27 108 3.953 0.813 0 6 17 54 23
Total 485 3.229 1.048 5 20 32 32 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5734 12.24274
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.13: Item #19 ("When I write, I fear thatmy ideas are not clear to the
reader.")
Freauencv of ResDonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 104 2.342 1.008 5 9 16 55 15
hi 27 108 3.9630 0.896 24 58 8 8 2
Total 487 2.936 1.175 11 32 18 31 8
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5773 12.39
Table 31.14: Item #24 ("I go through periods when I can't think ofa word to
describe my ideas or thoughts.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 104 1.923 0.874 2 3 14 47 34
hi27 108 2.629 1.107 5 19 18 47 11
Total 485 2.293 1.086 22 48 13 12 5
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.2485 5.17
Table 31.15: Item #25 ("When I write, I am confident in keepingmy thoughts
narrowed to a specific topic.")
Freauencv of ResDonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.638 1.09 11 40129 11 9
hi27 108 3.722 .915 1 11J21 49 18
Total 484 3.207 1.110 6 22
]28 32 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4146 7.84275
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.16: Item #26 ("I am not confident that my writing focuses on onlyone
idea at a time.!)
reauencv of ResDonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.647 1.038 6 15 26 43 10
hi27 108 3.777 0.960 20 50 19 8 3
Total 484 3.103 1.125 7 27 25 30 11
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4348 8.24
Table 31.17: Item #27 ("I am unable to write my ideas without using run-on
sentences.")
Preauencv of ResDonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.819 1.072 8 16 34 32 10
hi27 108 3.824 1.031 29 39 18 13 1
Total 485 3.134 1.161 7 25 28 26 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3698 6.97
Table 31.18: Item #28 "(I believe that I can write good examples to supportmy
thoughts in writing.")
reciuencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.695 1.102 13 36 31 13 7
hi27 108 4.213 0.698 1 1 8 57 33
Total 485 3.494 1.086 6 13 22 44 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5879 11.97276
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.19: Item #29 ("I am not able to put my words together to forma
complete sentence.')
Freouencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.961 1.028 5 32 24 34 5
hi27 108 4.425 0.700 51 42 4 3 0
Total 486 3.582 1.160 5 18 15 39 23
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5255 12.12
Table 31.20: Item #30 "(I am able to use the correct subjects and verbs to make
sentences.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo27 104 2.504 0.982 15 37 32 14 2
hi 27 108 3.907 0.849 2 5 16 57 20
Total 485 3.192 1.090 8 19 28 36 9
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5312 11.14
Table 31.21: Item #31 ("I am capable of writing differently dependingon the
given situation (e.g. phone message, work report, class assignment.")
'reciuencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.990 1.070 11 21 32 32 4
hi 27 108 4.222 0.753 0 5 6 53 36
Total 485 3.586 1.054 5 11 22 44 18
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4873 9.69277
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.22: Item #32 ("I am unable to think of a good conclusionor summary
for my paragraph.')
reciuencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD U A SA
1027 104 2.590 1.062 6 [14 26 41 13
hi 27 108 3.944 0.975 28(52 9 8 3
Total 485 3.142 1.21010 J25 19 33 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4430 9.68
Table 31.23: Item #34 ("I am confident I know when and where touse proper
punctuation {,. : ;}.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.152 1.063 31 36 22 7 4
hi 27 108 3.574 0.939 2 10 32 40 16
Total 485 2.864 1.196 16 23 28 25 8
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4862 10.33
Table 31.24: Item #37 ("I am not confident in using a variety of words.")
reauencv of Resvonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1027 104 2.171 0.882 0 10 20 48 22
hi27 108 4.166 0.837 38 44 11 7 0
Total 485 3.118 1.203 9 27 22 29 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6375 16.92278
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.25: Item #39 ("I do not choose jobs that require much writing.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.247 1.116 4 12 20 34 30
hi27 108 3.787 1.042 27 41 18 11 3
Total 485 2.994 1.257 15 23 22 28 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4381 10.40
Table 31.26: Item #40 ("When I have trouble getting ideas to write about, I tend
to get frustrated and give up.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.104 1.134 6 8 10 42 34
hi 27 108 3.925 1.048 32 42 14 8 4
Total 483 2.973 1.324 17 25 16 29 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5335 12.16
Table 31.27: Item #42 ("I am capable of writing a paragraph that describesa
person, place or thing (for example, a friend, my city, a pet}.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.361 1.039 6 13 31 38 12
hi 27 108 4.509 0.730 2 0 3 37 58
Total 483 3.836 1.099 5 8 14 43 30
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4588 9.30279
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.28: Item #43 ('1 am able to plan my thoughts before writing.")
requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.847 1.072 10 29 30 26 5
hi 27 108 4.175 0.653 1 2 3 68 26
Total 481 3.451 1.068 6 15 19 48 12
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5116 10.88
Table 31.29: Item #44 ("Being willing to discuss what I have written with others
helps me to improve my writing.")
requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo27 104 3.209 1.182 10 20 22 36 12
hi27 108 4.203 0.746 0 4 8 52 36
Total 482 3.577 1.155 7 12 18 41 22
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3852 7.32
Table 31.30: Item #45 ("I am capable of writing an essay that tells how to do
something {e.g.: change a flat tire, obtain a checking accountl.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.876 1.098 13 24 31 28 4
hi27 108 4.166 0.932 4 4 4 49 39
Total 478 3.471 1.124 7 14 21 41 17
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4678 9.23APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.31: Item #47 ("When asked to write, I get nervous.")
Freauencv of Resoonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 1.847 1.133 5 7 3 36 49
hi27 108 3.796 1.100 26 46 11 12 5
Total 480 2.800 1.373 22 28 13 24 13
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5339 12.73
Table 31.32: Item #49 ("I believe that I am unable to completea writing
assignment in a manner acceptable to any teacher.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.676 0.118 9 19 20 36 16
hi27 108 3.851 0.117 35 39 10 9 7
Total 482 3.249 1.237 10 20 20 34 16
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3752 7.09
Table 31.33: Item #50 ("I am confident in writinganswers to chapter questions
and homework assignments.")
Freauencv of Resoonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.809 1.144 14 25 33 20 8
hi 27 108 4.213 0.762 2 2 5 58 33
Total 480 3.504 1.130 7 13 20 42 18
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4831 10.51281
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.34: Item #51 ("I don't have anything important to write about.")
Freauicy of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.866 1.169 8 25 26 28 13
hi27 108 4.416 0.775 53 40 4 1 2
Total 479 3.610 1.229 7 16 15 35 27
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4919 11.37
Table 31.35: Item #52 ("I believe that frequently rereading what I've written
makes me a better writer.")
gçy of Apons1n %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.285 1.141 11 11 31 35 12
hi 27 108 4.213 0.832 1 4 6 49 40
Total 480 3.815 1.054 4 8 18 43 27
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3666 6.76
Table 31.36: Item #53 ("I am confident in writing accuratemessages given to me
by others.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D
JU A SA
1o27 104 3.076 1.133 8 27J24 32 9
hi 27 108 4.259 0.741 0 1 4 49 46
Total 476 3.618 1.082 5 13Jj9 43 20
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5147 10.76282
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.37: Item #54 ("I can write better than I can read.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 4.019 1.152 42 36 8 8 6
hi27 108 3.453 1.171 19 38 24 12 7
Total 479 3.639 1.195 8 11 18 37 26
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.2107 3.55
Table 31.38: Item #55 ("When I start to write, I come up with many good ideas.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.657 1.082 12 38 27 17 6
hi 27 108 4.064 0.868 2 6 7 55 30
Total 481 3.397 1.138 6 19 19 41 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4979 10.46
Table 31.39: Item #57 ("Writing helps me express my feelings.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo 27 104 3.000 1.217 10 33 18 27 12
hi 27 108 4.564 0.600 0 3 0 37 60
Total 478 3.772 1.164 5 13 13 38 31
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4843 11.85APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.40: Item #58 ("1 can be a good writer if I work hard at it.")
Freauencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.246 1.063 9 11 38 32 10
hi 27 108 4.444 0.688 1 0 4 42 53
Total 477 3.931 0.984 3 5 19 42 31
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4590 9.72
Table 31.41: Item #59 ("I am able to write with a definite goal in mind, (for
example, to finish an assignment, to write a letter, to completea report).")
Freauencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.828 1.172 12 36 18 27 7
hi 27 108 4.351 0.741 2 1 2 52 43
Total 478 3.571 1.111 5 15 18 42 20
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5695 11.30
Table 31.42: Item #61 ("I have difficulty writing phone messages.")
requencv of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev
JSD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.390 1.362125 32 10 23 10
hi 27 108 4.583 0.699J65 29 4 1 1
Total 476 3.826 1.221J6 13 10 35 36
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4031 8.01APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.43: Item #62 ("I can write better than I speak.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.828 1.172 33 36 15 10 6
hi27 108 3.398 1.304 23 33 13 21 10
Total 476 3.461 1.315 11 15 16 32 26
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.1479 2.54
Table 31.44: Item #66 ("I am not confident in being able to complete forms, such
as work-orders and applications.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SDb U A SA
1o27 104 2.990 1.305 18 20 12 41 9
hi 27 108 4.203 1.048 46 43 3 3 5
Total 478 3.529 1.223 6 20 14 36 24
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3912 7.47
Table 31.45: Item #67 ("I believe I can be a better writer than I am now.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.723 1.07 5 9 19 43 24
hi 27 108 4.481 0.619 0 1 4 42 53
Total 476 4.077 0.954 2 5 12 44 37
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.3499 6.30APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.46: Item #68 ("1 believe that I am unable to complete a writing
assignment in a manner acceptable to my boss or employer.")
requency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev Si) D U A SA
1o27 104 2.619 1.078 6 15 28 38 13
hi 27 108 4.092 0.860 33 51 10 5 1
Total 477 3.270 1.158 7 20 25 33 15
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5488 11.01
Table 31.47: Item #69 ("I am capable of writing letters to my friends and
family.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
lo27 104 3.600 0.104 3 17 15 46 19
hi 27 108 4.675 0.526 0 0 3 28 69
Total 476 3.979 1.084 5 8 9 42 36
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4287 9.33
Table 31.48: Item #72 ("I am capable of writing as essay that compares the
differences between two or more objects, persons, or places {for example: the
difference between a rose and petunia; a football field and a baseball field}.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.857 1.139 14 25 26 30 5
hi 27 108 4.203 0.770 2 3 5 57 33
Total 470 3.477 1.100 8 12 20 46 14
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5374 10.08APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.49: Item #73 ("I can express my ideas in a sequence.)
Freouencv of ResDonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.504 0.878 13 36 41 8 2
hi27 108 3.953 0.728 1 3 16 63 17
Total 469 3.264 0.980 5 15 35 37 8
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.6283 13.09
Table 31.50: Item #74 "(I am confident that I can accurately write down
important work assignments given to me.")
Freouencv of Resvonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 3.171 1.213 10 22 20 35 13
hi 27 108 4.388 0.527 0 0 2 58 40
Total 476 3.716 1.047 5 9 17 49 20
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.5012 9.46
Table 31.51: Item #75 ("I dislike having my writing graded.")
Freauencv of Resnonses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SD D U A SA
1o27 104 2.590 1.238 8 20 17 34 21
hi27 108 3.944 1.075 33 44 10 9 4
Total 476 3.239 1.315 12 21 15 32 19
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4286 8.51287
APPENDIX I: showing Table 31 (Continued)
Table 31.52: Item #77 ("1 believe I am a better writer than my peers.")
Frequency of Responses in %
Grp. No. Mean StDev SE) D U A SA
1o27 104 1.733 0.912 48 39 6 5 2
hi27 108 3.194 1.098 7 19 32 31 11
Total 476 2.449 1.185 25 30 24 14 7
Adj. item-total r t-score
0.4876 10.58I.I.J
APPENDIX J: Writing Self-efficacy Scale
I WRITING SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
I
Directions for completing the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale:
The statements, which follow, ask about your beliefs about writing.
Please answer these statements as honestly as you can. Respond in terms of
your PRESENT circumstances as a student and writer. In other words, answer
in terms of what is true for you right now,nQtin terms of what you hope for the
future.
To answer the following statements, please use the General Purpose
Answer Sheet, using a #2 pencil. Please indicate the degree to which you feel
confident in performing each statement today by filling in the response circle
on the computer answer sheet) that corresponds to your feelings on the
following scale below:
A= If you strongly disagree; you never feel this way.
B= If you disagree; you don't feel this way very often.
C= If you are unsure how you feel; you are mostly undecided.
D = If you agree; you feel this way most of the time.
E= If you strongly agree; you always feel this way.
Before you begin, here is an example. Suppose youwere asked to
respond to the following statement:
I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
Suppose you have always had problems writinga good sentence. What
may be true for you right now is that you fear you will never be able to write
good sentences. Therefore...
A proper response would be: A= strongly disagree.Writing Self-Efficacy Scale
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Agree
1) I am capable of writing good essays. A B C D E
2) I believe that errors in punctuation and A B C D E
grammar stop me from being a good writer.
3) I am confident that my writing is A B C D E
understood by those who read it.
4) When writing, I am confident that I can A B C D E
think of words to express my ideas.
5) When writing, I lack confidence in A B C D E
correcting my own errors.
6) When I write a story or a paragraph, I haveA B C D E
confidence in ending it with a clear statement.
7) When I write, it is difficult to find the A B C D E
correct words to express my ideas.
8) I am confident in making sentences relateA B C D E
to each other.
9) I am not confident in writing an essay A B C D E
or story.
10) When I write, I find it hard to give reasonsA B C D E
for my views.
11) I am confident in arguing and defendingA B C D E
my ideas in writing.
12)1 am not confident that I'm good at A B C D E
writing.
13) I am confident that my examples, facts,A B C D E
and details support my written ideas.
14) I am not confident in writing clear answersA B C D E
to test and/or exam questions.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree290
p.2/Scale
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
15) I am capable of writing a composition that A B C D E
tells a story (for example, a car accident;
build a house; cook a three course meal).
16) I am not confident in finding my own A B C D E
writing errors.
17) When I revise my paragraphs, I am A B C D E
confident in finding my spelling
and punctuation errors.
18) I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.A B C D E
19) I am confident that I can write stories A B C D E
that express my ideas.
20) I have difficulty in writing a good A B C D E
beginning sentence.
21) I believe I can clearly express my ideas A B C D E
in sentences.
22) When writing, I am unable to organize A B C D E
my ideas.
23) I am confident that I can do creative A B C D E
writing such as poetry, plays, short
stories, poems.
24) I am unable to clearly state the main idea, A B C D E
when I write a paragraph.
25) I am capable of using unusual and creative A B C D E
words in my writing.
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Please turn to the next page.
Thank You!291
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Directions: Please complete the following information about yourself by
indicating your answer by filling in the circle under the appropriate letter on the
computerized General Purpose Answer Sheet.
26) Your Present Age
27) Sex: Are you
A) Between 17-20
B) 2129
C)
u 3039
D) 40-49
E) 50+
A) Male?
B) Female?
28) Last year you completed in school:
A) Elementary grades:
B) Junior High grades:
C) High School grades:
D) Post-Secondary grad
E) Graduate school, etc.:
0-6
7,8, 9
10, 11, 12
s: 13, 14, 15, 16
17+
29) Race/Ethnic Background:Which best describes you?
A) American Indian orAlaskan Indian
B) Asian or Pacific Islander
C) Hispanic
D) White/Caucasian
E) Black/African American
30) Is English your first language? A) Yes
B)No
31) Are you currently employed? A)Yes
B)No
32) Were you ever kept back or retained from moving to the next grade?
A) Yes
B) No
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!292
APPENDIX K: Factor Analysis of 29 Item statements Loading on Four Factors
Factor 1: General Writing
1.I am capable of writing good essays.
3.I am confident that my writing is understood by those who read it.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
12.I am not confident that I'm good at writing.
14.I am not confident in writing clear answers to test and/or
exam questions.
18.I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
20.I have difficulty in writing a good beginning sentence.
22.When writing, I am unable to organize my ideas.
24.I am unable to clearly state the main idea, when I write a paragraph.
26.When I have trouble getting ideas to write about, I tend to get frustrated
and give up.
Factor 2: Idea & Sentence Generation
4.When writing,I am confident that I can thinkof words to expressmy
ideas.
6.When I write a story or paragraph, I have confidence in endingit with
a clear statement.
8.I am confident in making sentences relate to each other.
11.I am confident in arguing and defending my ideas in writing.
13.I am confident that my examples, facts, and details support my written
ideas.293
15.I am capable of writing a composition that tells a story.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
21.I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
Factor 3: Paragraph/story Generation
4.When writing, I am confident that I can think of words to express my
ideas.
7.When I write, it is difficult to find the correct words to express my ideas.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
10.When I write, I find it hard to give reasons for my views.
23.I am confident that I can do creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short
stories, poems.
25.I am capable of using unusual and creative words in my writing.
27.I am able to use the correct subjects and verbs to make sentences, when I
write.
Factor 4: Editing/Revising
2.1 believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from beinga
good writer.
5.When writing, I lack confidence in correcting my own errors.
16.I am not confident in finding my own writing errors.
17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.
Special Note: Items which did not load--29 item Factor Analysis:
28.I am not confident in using a variety of words.
29.When asked to write I get nervous.294
APPENDIX L: Factor Analysis of 27 Item Statements Loading on Four Factors
Factor 1: General Writing
1.I am capable of writing good essays.
3.I am confident that my writing is understood by those who read it.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
12.I am not confident that I'm good at writing.
14.I am not confident in writing clear answers to test and/or exam
questions.
18.I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
20.I have difficulty in writing a good beginning sentence.
22.When writing, I am unable to organize my ideas.
24.I am unable to clearly state the main idea, when I write a paragraph.
Factor 2: Idea & Sentence Generation
4.When writing,I am confident that I can thinkof words to express my
ideas.
6.When I write a story or paragraph, I have confidence in ending it with a
clear statement.
8.I am confident in making sentences relate to each other.
11.I am confident in arguing and defending my ideas in writing.
13.I am confident that my examples, facts, and details support my written
ideas.
15.I am capable of writing a composition that tells a story.295
17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
21.I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
Factor 3: Paragraph/story Generation
4.When writing, I am confident that I can think of words to express my
ideas.
7.When I write, it is difficult to find the correct words to express my ideas.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
10.When I write, I find it hard to give reasons for my views.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
23.I am confident that I can do creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short
stories, poems.
25.I am capable of using unusual and creative words in my writing.
Factor 4: Editing/Revising
2.I believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from being a
good writer.
5.When writing, I lack confidence in correcting my own errors.
16.I am not confident in finding my own writing errors.
17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.296
Special Note: Items which did not load--27 item Factor Analysis:
26.When I have trouble getting ideas to write about, I tend to get frustrated
and give up.
27.I am able to use the correct subjects and verbs to make sentences, when
I write.297
APPENDIX M: Factor Analysis of 25 Item Statements Loadingon Four Factors
Factor 1: General Writing
1.I am capable of writing good essays.
3.I am confident that my writing is understood by those who read it.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
12.I am not confident that I'm good at writing.
14.I am not confident in writing clear answers to test and/or exam
questions.
18.I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
20.I have difficulty in writing a good beginning sentence.
22.When writing, I am unable to organize my ideas.
24.I am unable to clearly state the main idea, when I write a paragraph.
Factor 2: Idea & Sentence Generation
4.When writing,I am confident that I can thinkof words toexpress my
ideas.
6.When I write a story or paragraph, I have confidence in ending it witha
clear statement.
8.I am confident in making sentences relate to each other.
11.I am confident in arguing and defending my ideas in writing.
13.I am confident that my examples, facts, and details supportmy written
ideas.
15.I am capable of writing a composition that tellsa story.17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
21.I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
Factor 3: Paragraph/story Generation
4.When writing, I am confident that I can think of words to express my
ideas.
7.When I write, it is difficult to find the correct words to express my ideas.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
10.When I write, I find it hard to give reasons for my views.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
23.I am confident that I can do creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short
stories, poems.
25.I am capable of using unusual and creative words in my writing.
Factor 4: Editing/Revising
2.I believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from being a
good writer.
5.When writing, I lack confidence in correcting my own errors.
16.I am not confident in finding my own writing errors.
17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in finding my spelling and
punctuation errors.APPENDIX N: Phase 2: Factor Analysis of
25 Item Statements Loading on Four Factors
Factor 1: General Writing
6.When I write a story or paragraph, I have confidence in ending it with a
clear statement.
7.When I write, it is difficult to find the correct words to express my ideas.
9.I am not confident in writing an essay or story.
10.When I write, I find it hard to give reasons for my views.
12.I am not confident that I'm good at writing.
14.I am not confident in writing clear answers to test and/or exam questions.
18.I lack confidence in organizing my ideas.
20.I have difficulty in writing a good beginning sentence.
22.When writing, I am unable to organize my ideas.
24.I am unable to clearly state the main idea, when I write a paragraph.
Factor 2: Idea & Sentence Generation
1.I am capable of writing good essays.
3.I am confident that my writing is understood by those who read it.
4.When writing,I am confident that I can thinkof words to express my
ideas.
8.I am confident in making sentences relate to each other.
11.I am confident in arguing and defending my ideas in writing.'Is
13.I am confident that my examples, facts, and details support my written
ideas.
15.I am capable of writing a composition that tells a story.
19.I am confident that I can write stories that express my ideas.
21.I believe I can clearly express my ideas in sentences.
23.1 am confident that I can do creative writing, such as poetry, plays, short
stories, poems.
25.I am capable of using unusual and creative words in my writing.
Factor 3: Paragraph/story Generation
16.I am not confident in finding my own writing errors.
17.When I revise my paragraphs, I am confident in findingmy spelling and
punctuation errors.
Factor 4: Editing/Revising
2.I believe that errors in punctuation and grammar stop me from beinga
good writer.
5.When writing, I lack confidence in correcting myown errors.